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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, December 14, 1995 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was UNR WOLF PACK WILL POUNCE ON 

called to order by the Speaker pro tern- THE TOLEDO ROCKETS 
pore [Mr. ENSIGN]. 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
December 14, 1995. 

I hereby designate the Honorable JOHN E. 
ENSIGN to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

Your blessings, 0 God, are new every 
morning; Your favor looks over us and 
gives us peace; Your benediction 
speaks the words of forgiveness and 
new life and Your everlasting arms 
give support and strength. Through ill
ness and heal th, through hope and 
tears, through joy and sorrow, and in 
all the moments of each day, we are 
grateful, O God. for Your gifts of faith 
and hope and love. This is our earnest 
prayer. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EN

SIGN). The Chair has examined the 
Journal of the last day's proceedings 
and announces to the House his ap
proval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 

gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. DICKEY] 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. DICKEY led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain fifteen 1-minutes 
per side. 

(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to discuss an issue of vital 
importance, the Las Vegas Bowl. To
night at 9 p.m., the Big West Con
ference champions, the University of 
Nevada-Reno Wolf Pack, will take on 
the University of Toledo Rockets. The 
Washington Times said today the Las 
Vegas Bowl will showcase some unno
ticed talent. 

Disregard what my distinguished col
league, the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Ms. KAPTUR], says about the teams' 
previous meeting, never mind that 
they beat us 49 to 35. The statistics 
that we have to concentrate on are: 

No. 1, UNR has the No. 1 passing at
tack in the Nation, not Toledo; No. 2, 
UNR is the No. 1 in total offense in the 
Nation, not Toledo; No. 3, UNR has a 
quarterback that became the first 
player to lead the Nation in total of
fense in consecutive seasons. Toledo 
does not. Alex Van Dyke and Toledo's 
Wasean Tait are a pair of overachievers 
on teams that have been largely over
looked this year despite some very im
pressive statistics. UNR played in the 
inaugural Las Vegas Bowl in 1992; To
ledo has never played in a Las Vegas 
Bowl. 

I will match the gentlewoman from 
Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR's, glass bowl bet 
with a University of Nevada-Reno 
sweatshirt. The bottom line is: To
night, the UNR Wolf Pack will pounce 
on the Toledo Rockets. Go Wolf Pack. 

ROCKETS' TRAJECTORY TAKES 
THEM TO THE LAS VEGAS BOWL 
(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening the undefeated University of 
Toledo Rockets will take to the field in 
the Las Vegas Bowl and once again dis
play their awesome offensive prowess 
as they defeat the University of Nevada 
Wolf Pack-for the second time this 
year. It's an uncommon event to have 
a rematch in post-season college foot
ball, but tonight Toledo and Nevada 
w111 reprise their September contest-a 
game in which the Rockets beat the 
turnover-prone Wolf Pact 49 to 35. 

This is the Rockets' sixth bowl ap
pearance. They have prevailed in all-

with five solid wins and one forfeit. 
Now I'm sure the Wolf Pack has no in
tention of forfeiting, but the Rockets 
w111 prevail again nonetheless. 

As is the custom in the House, I offer 
my friend from Reno and colleague on 
the Appropriations Committee, BAR
BARA VUCANOVICH, a congenial wager 
that Toledo's irrepressible Rockets will 
defeat Nevada tonight. So, as Toledo is 
known as the glass capital of the 
world, I w111 risk a set of Libbey Glass 
wine glasses and Ohio Oatawba non
alcoholic Sparkling Grape Juice to f111 
them on my conviction that Toledo's 
Rockets will blast off from Las Vegas 
victorious. 

PENS, DISAPPEARING INK, AND 
SHARPENED PENCILS 

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I w111 
withstand the temptation to talk 
about football because I did that most 
of my professional life. Instead I would 
simply offer the following observa
tions: 

It is my sincere and solid hope that 
President Clinton did not take the pen 
Lyndon Johnson used to sign the Ton
kin Gulf resolution with him to Paris 
to sign the treaty. Of course last week 
President Clinton took LBJ's Medicare 
pen to discover it was out of ink, and 
about a month ago President Clinton, 
amidst great fanfare, signed a public 
law, a budget agreement agreeing to 
get to a balanced budget in 7 years 
using honest numbers, but I suppose 
the President believes he used dis
appearing ink in signing that agree
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, the President should 
take out a sharpened pencil and, with 
his budgeteers, work toward an honest 
balanced budget within 7 years. That is 
our mission. The American people will 
settle for no less. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Lundregan, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H.R. 325. An act to amend the Clean Air 
Act to provide for an optional provision for 
the reduction of work-related vehicle trips 
and miles travelled in ozone non-attainment 
areas designated as severe, and for other pur
poses. 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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The message also announced that the 

Senate had passed with an amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a concurrent resolution of 
the House of the following title: 

H. Con. Res. 116. Concurrent resolution di
recting the Secretary of the Senate to make 
technical corrections in the enrollment of S. 
1060. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills, a joint resolu
tion, and a concurrent resolution of the 
following titles, in which the concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 1136. An act to control and prevent com
mercial counterfeiting, and for other pur
poses; 

S. 1331. An act to adjust and make uniform 
the dollar amounts used in title 18 to distin
guish between grades of offenses, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 1465. An act to extend au pair programs; 
S.J. Res. 43. Joint resQlution expressing 

the sense of Congress regarding Wei 
Jingsheng; Gedhun Choekyi Nyima, the next 
Panchen Lama of Tibet; and the human 
rights practices of the Government of the 
People's Republic of China; and 

S. Con. Res. 36. Concurrent resolution di
recting the Secretary of the Senate to make 
technical corrections in the enrollment of S. 
1060. 

REPUBLICANS FILLING THEIR 
CHRISTMAS STOCKINGS WITH 
MORE GOODIES 
(Mr. VENTO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, today's 
paper reports that the Republican lead
ership has again dropped the ball in 
terms of trying to limit Members of 
Congress' outside income. We know 
this past year there have been great 
scandals about the book deal with the 
Speaker, and in the past, this problem 
is nothing new, because it occurred 
with past Speakers and with other 
Members of the House and Senate. But 
now, after the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct and the embarrass
ment that this body has gone through 
this past year, the report is that the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct that has passed a proposal to 
limit outside earned income from book 
deals is going to be rejected. It is going 
to be put off so that the leadership, the 
Republican leadership in this House 
and across this country, can continue 
to fill their Christmas stockings with 
more goodies, not just this year in De
cember, but throughout the next year. 
Happy New Year to the book deals-
business as usual. 

It is time to properly limit the out
side earned income and the book deals 
and get back to the work we were 
elected to do, not writing political fic
tion about our glory days in the 104th 
Congress. 

The 104th Congress should be about-
delivering on a balanced budget that is 
both balanced fiscally and balanced 

fairly for the people of this country we 
represent, not to take away from the 
Medicare recipients and the Medicaid 
recipients and the· less fortunate to 
provide and give tax breaks to our rich 
friends. Congress ought to get on with 
the task that we are elected to do to 
finish up the work that is 2 and 3 
months past due, and get home so we 
can be with our families and friends 
and serve our constituents, not make 
bad history for political trash novels-
with fat incomes for the congressional 
sponsors holiday stocking and a lump 
of coal for the taxpayers. 

WITHOUT A REPUBLICAN MAJOR
ITY WOULD BILL CLINTON BE 
NEGOTIATING A BALANCED 
BUDGET? 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning our national debt stands at 4 
trillion, 988 billion, 438 million, 854 
thousand, 514 dollars and 79 cents. 

All this year, Republicans have de
voted tremendous effort and energy to 
doing something about this debt. We 
have passionately advocated balancing 
the budget and doing the right thing 
for America. Everybody in America 
knows that balancing the budget is 
sane and responsible. The debt that 
previous Congresses have saddled on 
our Nation is a form of bondage. And 
our children and our grandchildren will 
pay for our failed governmental experi
ments. 

And what has been the response from 
the President? Last week, he vetoed 
the first balanced budget in a genera
tion. And today, he is at least negotiat
ing a balanced budget with the Con
gress. But does anyone here believe 
that if there were no Republican ma
jority that Bill Clinton would be nego
tiating a balanced budget? The answer 
is clearly, "no." 

Mr. Speaker, let us end the excuses 
and balance our budget. 

REPUBLICANS MANUFACTURING 
ANOTHER CRISIS 

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, the stage is set for another 
Government shutdown tomorrow night. 
That means that citizens will not be 
able to apply for Social Security or 
veterans' benefits. 

We find ourselves in this situation 
because the congressional Republicans 
have not sent a continuing resolution 
to the President. They are manufactur
ing another crisis because the Presi
dent will not cut Medicare and edu
cation the way the Republicans want 
him to. 

This poster was given to me by a con
stituent of mine, a small businessman 
in the Houston Heights area of Hous
ton, that he is worried about what is 
happening up here, and obviously he is 
a fan of the Speaker when he says the 
rich get richer, we see the end of a 
great Nation in Godnewtzilla. What he 
is worried about is we are seeing the 
destruction of our country by cutting 
most seniors and the education for our 
children, and yet he wants to make 
sure that he can earn his living as a 
small business person in Houston. 

Mr. Speaker, this crisis is contrived, 
and it is taking place because the Re
publican leadership has not been able 
to get their own appropriation bills to 
the President. 

WHY WE HA VE TO BALANCE THE 
BUDGET 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, as my 
colleagues know, balancing the budget 
is not about Republicans or Democrats. 
It is not about partisan victory. It is 
not about a victory of one group over 
another group. It is about setting pri
ori ties. It is saying that we care more 
about the future and worry about our 
children's future than just getting re
elected. Balancing the budget is not 
just about economics, and it is not just 
about accounting. It is about the fact 
that we live in a great country, we live 
in the greatest country the world has 
ever seen, and yet we can live in an 
even greater one if we live within our 
means. 

There are a lot of economic reasons 
to balance the budget, but what would 
it mean to the person back home? Mr. 
Speaker, experts have said, including 
Alan Greenspan, that living within our 
means under a balanced budget could 
mean a drop in the interest rates, per
haps as much as 2 percent, and, if the 
interest rates drop 2 percent, the aver
age homeowner could have a lower 
mortgage. If a family has a 30-year 
mortgage on a $75,000 house, then over 
the lifetime of the loan that family 
will save and pocket $37,000. 

That is why we need to balance the 
budget, Mr. Speaker, and I hope that 
the Democrats and Republicans will all 
step forward, put partisanship aside, 
and do the right thing. 

WORK OUT OUR DIFFERENCES 
(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, tomor
row is the deadline for the continuing 
resolution, and once again it appears 
the Speaker, NEWT GINGRICH, is pre
pared to shut down the Government be
cause of the disagreements over the 
budget. 
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I have said before, and I will say it 

again, we may have differences be
tween Democrats and Republicans on 
the budget, but the negotiations should 
continue and the Government should 
not shut down because the Speaker 
cannot come to an agreement. 

Already the President has said that 
he wants to continue the Government 
operations for at least another week, if 
not beyond. The Senate leadership on 
the Republican side has also agreed to 
that. Speaker GINGRICH once again says 
"no" because of his own ideology. 

We should work out our differences 
on the budget. I think right now there 
is no question that the American peo
ple feel that Medicare and Medicaid 
must be preserved and the Republican 
leadership in the House must come up 
with a budget proposal that protects 
Medicare and Medicaid, protects our 
environmental protection, our edu
cation programs. They have not done 
so. The President has agreed even to 
the 7-year balanced budget that the Re
publicans have proposed, but now it is 
up to Speaker GINGRICH and the Repub
licans in the House to come up with a 
program that agrees with the priorities 
of the American people. 

LOWER TAXES AND SPENDING 
RESTRAINT 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, the lib
eral Democrats love to chant over and 
over that "heartless" Republicans are 
"slashing" Government to give tax 
breaks to their friends. False. But it is 
true that in some areas of Government, 
like foreign aid, we are cutting. In 
other areas, like Medicaid and Medi
care, we are increasing spending. 

And it is also true that we advocate 
tax cuts. Remember, higher taxes 
means more spending in Washington. I 
am proud that Republicans are going 
to give a $500 tax credit to children and 
to working families. The money that 
Americans make belongs to them; it 
does not belong to the Government. 
And let me say this about lower taxes: 
We need lower taxes to help grow the 
economy. It is essential to balancing 
the budget that we have strong eco
nomic growth. This time lower taxes 
will be coupled with spending re
straints in Washington. 

Mr. Speaker, let us end the excuses 
and let American families keep more of 
what they earn. 

D 1015 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I hope our 
colleagues focus on this chart, which 
says "Medicare." It is one little word, 
but I think it says more about the dif
ferences between Democrats and Re
publicans than any other word. Mr. 
Speaker, Democrats care very much 
about Medicare, and Republicans want 
to take the care out of Medicare. They 
want to slash Medicare by $270 billion 
to give a tax break for their weal thy 
friends. 

Mr. Speaker, Republicans would like 
to take the "care" out of Medicare. By 
their budget they are taking the 
"care" out of Medicare. I hope we look 
at this. When they take the care out of 
Medicare, this is what happens to 
health care in this country. It becomes 
mediocre care. Democrats stand for 
Medicare. Republicans stand for medio
cre health care for our seniors, medio
cre care so our seniors cannot get the 
care they need; mediocre care so people 
go without health care; mediocre care 
so senior citizens have to suffer, all to 
give a tax break for the rich. For 
shame. 

THE DEMOCRATS SHOULD GET 
THE FACTS 

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I would love 
to respond to the gentleman who has 
just addressed us and tell him that we 
have a standing offer: It is $1 million if 
he can find those cuts. We are still 
waiting. The challenge has been out 
there. 

It is not working. The people in this 
country no longer are being deceived. 
The polls show that. I have been to 
town meetings. I find that people are 
angry that Democrats are trying to 
mislead them, that the Clinton admin
istration is trying to mislead them. 
People do not like to be scared unnec
essarily. I think that is a very good 
thing that they do not. 

I would suggest that the gentleman 
might want to talk to our new col
league, Tom Campbell, when he arrives 
here and find out just exactly what is 
going on out there in America, because 
people know the truth. We are provid
ing for Medicare. We are increasing 
Medicare. We are going from $4,700 per 
capita to over $7,100 per capita in our 
budget. President Clinton's budget does 
not balance. CBO says it one more 
time, it does not balance. We will stand 
behind our challenge. Get some facts. 

DEMOCRATS ST AND FOR MEDI- OUR COUNTRY AND OUR TROOPS 
CARE, REPUBLICANS STAND FOR DESERVE CONGRESSIONAL SUP-
MEDIOCRE HEALTH CARE PORT 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, yester
day Members of this House, Repub
licans and Democrats alike, cast votes 
of conscience on our mission to Bosnia. 
Some Members endorsed the mission, 
some expressed serious concerns, and 
some opposed it al together. That is the 
way democracy should work. But there 
can be no excuse, there can be no jus
tification, there can be no rationaliza
tion for prohibiting this House last 
night, which the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. BAKER], did, from having a 
unanimous vote in support of our 
troops that are already in Bosnia. 

Let me read the resolution the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BAKER], 
and his colleagues who supported him 
killed last night on this floor: 

Resolved: That the House of Representa
tives unequivocally supports the men and 
women of the United States Armed Forces 
who are carrying out their mission in sup
port of peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina with 
professional excellence, dedicated patriot
ism, and exemplary bravery. 

For anyone to stop this simple reso
lution is at best a lapse in judgment 
and, at worst, mindless partisanship. 
Our country and our troops deserve 
better than that. 

A CONTINUING RESOLUTION ON A 
BIRTHDAY 

(Mr. DICKEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, today is a 
very important day. It is my birthday. 
I am either 56 or 65. I cannot remember 
which. But I want you to know I am a 
little concerned about something. It is 
10:20. I have gotten a call from my 
daughter, Laura, and my son, Ted, and 
one other person from Maryland, but I 
have gotten no gifts. I know that time 
has been rushed and we have been 
doing a lot of things. 

What I am going to propose today is 
that we have sort of like a continuing 
resolution so my birthday can extend 
from the 14th through the 21st, to give 
you all a chance to give me a gift. I do 
not want this to be a partisan affair. 
We should be bipartisan in this effort 
in every way. I do not want you to 
worry about the gift ban either, or 
about the fact that I missed your birth
day and did not give you a gift. If you 
all start the charity, then I can re
spond. I want to thank you for this op
portunity. Please keep me in your 
minds and your thoughts. 

REPUBLICAN PARTISANSHIP WILL 
WRECK THE REPUBLIC 

(Mr. PETERSON of Florida asked 
and was given permission to address 

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given (Mr. EDWARDS asked and was given the House for 1 minute and to revise 
permission to address the House for 1 permission to address the House for 1 and extend his remarks.) 
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Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 

Speaker, I want to talk about two sub
jects this morning. First, I am out
raged over the Speaker's and the chair
man of the Committee on Rules' dec
laration that they intend to gridlock 
action on the Ethics Committee rec
ommendation to close the Gingrich 
loophole to prevent misuse of congres
sional offices for personal gain. This is 
a serious attempt to muzzle the Ethics 
Committee, and it must be stopped. 

The second, I am also outraged, 
grossly disappointed, that last night 
this House could not put politics aside 
and send a clear message to our troops 
that they have our unequivocal sup
port, our troops in Bosnia, and recog
nize their sacrifices in the service of 
our country. That is very, very sad. 
This kind of partisanship w111 ulti
mately wreck this Republic. 

SA VIN GS WILL PRESERVE THE 
AMERICAN DREAM 

(Mr. METCALF asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, new es
timates from CBO project an addi
tional $135 billion in revenue over the 
next 7 years. That is very good news, 
but those estimates are based mostly 
on gains resulting from optimism all 
around this Nation regarding our 
movement toward a balanced budget. 

Now the bad news. As soon as the 
word was made public, old politics 
reared its ugly head: "Spend that 
money, spend that money." That is the 
old way. The problem, if we start 
spending this new, imaginary money, 
confidence in a balanced budget w111 
drop and the money will not be there. 
The lesson: Do not spend that imagi
nary money. If we do our job, the 
money will be a bonus to our children 
by lowering the debt. We must beat 
back the old politics, save that money, 
and protect the American dream for 
our children. 

POLLS SHOW AMERICANS RE
SPOND TO THE PRESIDENT'S RE
SPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP 
(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, ev
eryone is talking about signals and 
messages, but here are some facts and 
results from the latest New York 
Times CBS poll: 

President Clinton has emerged from the 
Federal budget standoff with his highest 
public ratings in nearly 2 years, while House 
Republicans have lost much of the goodwill 
they enjoyed after their sweep of Congress 
last year. 

Today President Clinton signed an 
American-led peace plan on Bosnia in 

Paris. Under his leadership, American
led peace initiatives in Northern Ire
land and the Middle East are flourish
ing. Somehow, the other side does not 
want to give him credit for these 
achievements, but the American people 
are. The other side wants to shut the 
Government down, but the President 
and Senator DOLE want to achieve a 
balanced budget. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are responding to responsible Govern
ment, and not to politics. 

THE PRESIDENT SHOULD JOIN RE
PUBLICANS IN BALANCING THE 
BUDGET 
(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, 25 days 
ago, President Clinton promised in 
writing to sign a balanced budget 
agreement by the end of this year. It is 
now December 14. How much longer do 
the American people have to wait? 
Last week, the President vetoed the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1995. Last · 
week, the President said "no" to a 
brighter future for our children and for 
our grandchildren. 

I would like to read something that 
this same President said back in March 
1994, and how lie said it: "Why, then, 
are we confronted with an opposition 
party that just stands up and says "No, 
no, no, no, no, no, no, no?" Mr. Speak
er, it is time for the President to ask 
himself that same question: Why is he 
saying no, no, no, no, no, no, no, to bal
ancing the budget? Come on, Mr. Presi
dent. Join us in balancing the budget 
now. 

OUR SPENDING MUST REFLECT 
BETTER PRIORITIES FOR AMERICA 

(Mr. WATT of North Carolina asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WA TT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, sometimes we complicate 
things so much here and we lose per
spective, that when we are talking 
about a budget, it is about setting pri
orities. It is just like our budgets at 
home. What we spend our money on re
flects our values and our priorities. 

As we proceed with these negotia
tions that are going on, I hope we will 
keep that in mind and reject the prior
ities that were set out in the budget 
reconciliation bill that the House and 
Senate passed and the President ve
toed. Those priori ties are mean-spir
i ted: more expensive, less accessible, 
and lower quality health care; less 
commitment to education; higher taxes 
for working people; less nutrition; less 
immunization, less protection, and 
more poverty for children; less safe 
drinking water, more air pollution, 

more exposure to toxic waste; higher 
State and local taxes; less taxes for the 
rich at the expense of the poor. We 
ought to reject those priorities and set 
some better priorities for our country. 

REPUBLICAN TAX CUTS GO TO 
WORKING AMERICANS 

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
contrary to what the gentleman just 
said and contrary to what we have been 
hearing from the Democratic side, the 
tax cuts, all those billions of dollars, 
S245 billion, are not for the wealthiest 
Americans. In fact, 89 percent, almost 
90 percent, of the $500 per child tax 
credit, that is the largest tax cut in 
our budget, goes to families making 
less than $75,000 a year. Over the next 
7 years, this pro-family credit will in
crease the take-home pay of the aver
age American by $7 ,000. I do not know 
about your district, but $7 ,000 is a fair 
amount of money in mine. In Washing
ton that may not sound like much 
money, but to the working parents of 
families who have children, they need 
that. That is a lot to them. It may help 
them on their mortgage payments, it 
may help them save for a college edu
cation. They can spend it as they w111. 
It is their money in the first place. It 
should not have been taken from their 
pocket. 

Mr. Speaker, we must put Uncle Sam 
on a diet and balance the budget, but 
we must allow working families to 
keep more of what they earn. 

One other point. Balancing the budg
et and cutting taxes are not mutually 
exclusive. The Federal Government 
spends too much money, not because it 
taxes too little. 

THE SPEAKER'S BALANCED BUDG
ET PLAN SHOULD INCLUDE VET
ERANS 
(Mr. OLVER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, in last 
month's continuing resolution agree
ment, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH] and President Clinton com
mitted to a balanced budget that 
"must provide adequate funding for 
veterans," but NEWT GINGRICH'S cur
rent budget plan hurts veterans. That 
budget cuts health coverage for veter
ans, it increases costs for prescription 
drugs for veterans, it hikes costs for 
veterans' home loans, and it even cuts 
some pension benefits for veterans. 
That budget provides $400 million less 
than what the veterans' health system 
needs in fiscal year 1996 to provide cur
rent quality health care for veterans. 
Many of NEWT GINGRICH'S own Repub
lican Members objected to this cut 
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until they had their arms twisted by 
their leaders. NEWT GINGRICH should 
live up to his commitment to a bal
anced budget that gives veterans what 
they deserve. 

PRIVATE PROPERTY IMPACTS OF 
R.R. 1020 

(Mr. ENSIGN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
again to express my strong opposition 
to R.R. 1020, the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act of 1995. My colleagues have heard 
many, many reasons why R.R. 1020 is 
not a good bill. I have discussed at 
length how H.R. 1020 would preempt 
States rights, slash environmental 
standards, bust the budget agreement 
by $4.2 billion, and today I will tell my 
colleagues how it endangers the rights 
of private property owners. 

H.R. 1020 proposes that thousands of 
shipments of high level nuclear waste 
be shipped from the 109 reactors around 
the country, across 43 States to Ne
vada. As written, there is no language 
in R.R. 1020 to protect private property 
rights. I know that and many of my 
colleagues and I are strong supporters 
of private property rights. As this nu
clear waste travels across our local 
comm uni ties, there is no protection for 
private property owners if their prop
erty is devalued. A recent case was de
cided in Santa Fe, NM, that accurately 
describes the reality of this situation. 
The New Mexico State Supreme Court 
ruled that Mr. John Komis, of Santa 
Fe, NM, be awarded more than $884,000 
for damages resulting from devaluation 
of his land due to the transportation of 
radioactive waste past his property. 
Your constituents, whether in Wichita, 
KS; Medford, OK; or Charleston, WV, or 
anywhere along the transportation 
routes, could suffer from this very 
same experience. 

I intend to offer an amendment to 
H.R. 1020 to ensure that private prop
erty owners be compensated for any 
property devaluation. While this single 
amendment could in no way ever cor
rect all the drastic problems with the 
legislation, it does provide a mecha
nism to protect the innocent property 
owners from erroneous Government ac
tion. I urge my colleagues to protect 
their constituents and support my 
amendment. 

THE SPEAKER SHOULD SUPPORT 
A BUDGET WHICH REFLECTS 
AMERICA'S PRIORITIES, NOT HIS 
OWN 
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, last 
month, the gentleman from Georgia 

[Mr. GINGRICH] shut down the Govern
ment because he did not like his seat 
on Air Force One. But now he is at it 
again, and while the President and the 
Republican leaders of the other body 
work together to negotiate a budget 
deal, Speaker GINGRICH can only offer 
obstruction. Why is the Speaker deter
mined to shut down the Government 
again? 

0 1030 
Was he invited to breakfast at the 

White House and got only one piece of 
toast and President Clinton got two? 
Who knows. What we do know is that 
the Speaker is using the threat of a 
Government shutdown to force his 
budget priorities on the American peo
ple. 

My colleagues on the other side have 
said that the polls show that the Amer
ican people know what is going on. In 
fact, they do know what the Repub
licans are doing here, and they do not 
like it. They oppose a budget that cuts 
Medicare, education, environmental 
protection to finance a tax cut for the 
wealthiest Americans. 

So, Mr. GINGRICH, quit playing 
games. Give the American people an 
early Christmas present, a budget 
which reflects America's priorities, the 
priorities of the people of this country, 
not yours. 

LINGANORE LANCERS ARE NO. 1 
(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, there is life outside the Con
gress. 

I rise today to recognize the achieve
ments of Linganore High School-the 
Lancers-and its three 1995 State 
championships. This fall, the 
Linganore girls cross-country team and 
team member Kristen Ritter won the 
State Division 2-A team and individual 
State championships. 

Most recently, Linganore's football 
team won its third State championship 
in Division 2-A. 

It last won the championship in 1991. 
The Lancers' first State football 

championship was earned in Division 3-
A in 1989. I am very proud that a mem
ber of my staff, Jeff Jones, started as 
the middle-linebacker on that first 
championship team. 

First year Linganore head football 
coach Bill Mcintosh deserves a lot of 
credit for nurturing these fine young 
men into a winning team. 

The 1995 State championships were a 
great and difficult goal. 

The Lancers set their sights on 
achieving that goal. Then they went 
out and made it happen-three times so 
far this year. 

May the example of the 1995 Mary
land State Champion Linganore High 

School girls cross-country team, 
Kristen Ritter, and the football team 
inspire those of us in Congress to 
achieve our goal of a balanced budget 
in 7 years. 

ETHICS COMMITTEE NAILS DOWN 
BOOK ADVANCE LOOPHOLE 

(Mr. POMEROY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I think 
every Member of this body 1 year ago 
felt embarrassment when we learned 
that the incoming Speaker, NEWT 
GINGRICH, was about to pocket $4.5 mil
lion under an extraordinarily book deal 
that would have richly benefited him 
and the individual seeking to pay him, 
an individual with substantial stake in 
the legislation to come before this Con
gress. 

The Committee on Standards of Offi
cial Conduct, in a bipartisan, unani
mous vote, has voted to make certain 
that never again will we have a Speak
er, NEWT GINGRICH, or a Republican or 
a Democrat ever again try and cash in 
in this fashion by nailing down the 
book advance loophole. 

I was shocked to learn in this morn
ing's papers, Speaker GINGRICH is try
ing to delay indefinitely this measure 
from coming up for a vote in the 
House, and other Members of the Re
publican leadership are on board in try
ing to delay us or stop us from having 
a vote on this good Government re
form. 

Think again, Mr. Speaker. Think 
again, Republican leaders. The Com
mittee on Standards of Official Con
duct has spoken and we will have a 
vote, either under your auspices or 
under a discharge petition. 

ETHICS COMMITTEE'S REFORM 
STALLED 

(Mr. OBEY asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the Commit
tee on Standards of Official Conduct 
has unanimously voted to close the 
loophole on outside income limitations 
for Members of Congress from book 
royalties. Now the Speaker and the 
majority leader and the Committee on 
Rules chair all inform us that there 
will be a stall in that reform. I think 
that is a very sad day. 

I wrote the code of ethics under 
which 18 Members of this House have 
been disciplined, and at that time, at 
the request of people of the highest in
tegrity, we made an exception for book 
royalties because we wanted to make 
room for legitimate exchange of ideas, 
and we had in mind books by people 
such as Mo Udall, Dick Bolling, and 
John Anderson. But we never dreamed 
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that that exception would be used by 
any Member to cash in big on his pub
lic fame. 

The Speaker's book deal has done 
such incredible damage to the public 
confidence in this House by making it 
appear that all of us are money grub
bers, that that rule must be changed to 
eliminate it, and it must be changed 
now. 

NO BUDGET, NO CONGRESSIONAL 
PAY 

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, when the 
Republicans failed to pass the nec
essary appropriations bills, they 
precipitated a crisis last month which 
led to the longest Government shut
down in our Nation's history. The Gov
ernment shutdown cost American tax
payers $100 million a day because Mr. 
GINGRICH and the Republican leaders 
failed to pass a spending bill to keep 
the Government open. That sort of 
tragedy should not be repeated, and 
yet, tomorrow, it may be. 

We now have another threat from the 
Republican leadership to close down 
the Government again, this time to 
send home some 300,000 Federal em
ployees and once again leave the Amer
ican taxpayers holding the bag. 

Mr. GINGRICH insists that closing 
down the Government and sending 
home these employees is a matter of 
principle. Let me suggest something to 
the Speaker. It is a matter of principle 
if your paycheck is on the line, not if 
the paychecks of 300,000 Federal em
ployees are on the line. 

Mr. GINGRICH, you can put your pay
check on the line by supporting my 
bill: No budget, no pay. If Congress 
fails to keep the Government open, 
Congress does not get paid. 

Mr. GINGRICH has killed this bill five 
times. We have to push forward to 
make sure that Congress does the re
sponsible thing. 

STATES NEED BETTER CONTROL 
OVER MEDICAID 

(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, this is 
what a prominent Governor has to say 
about reforming Medicaid: "If the Fed
eral Government would just release us 
from its bureaucracy and nonsense, 
we'd make these programs better for 
those they serve, and we'd do it for less 
money.'' 

Any guesses on who said this? It was 
Massachusetts Governor Bill Weld in a 
Wall Street Journal article from Mon
day. 

Here's quote from another well
known Governor: "Medicaid mandates 

have put great stress on State budgets 
and undermined the States' ability to 
properly fund education and other im
portant services." 

Any guesses on this one? Well, this 
quote is from a document coauthored 
by Governor Bill Clinton in 1989. 

As Governor, Bill Clinton warned 
that Medicaid mandates were too bur
densome and in need of more State
level control. 

Now, as President, Mr. Clinton has 
the opportunity to take care of that 
problem, but he has changed his posi
tion, and he has vetoed a bill that 
would have accomplished that. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the President to 
join us in giving the States better con
trol over our Medicaid system. 

WELFARE REFORM MUST NOT 
PUNISH CHILDREN 

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, we have 
heard a great deal of inside-the-belt
way talk during the welfare reform de
bate about family caps, block grants, 
and maintenance of effort. 

But I tell you, my friends, we have 
not heard much about the children. Let 
me lay out the facts plain and clear. 

By shredding the safety net-by end
ing for the first time in 60 years the 
Federal guarantee of assistance for 
poor children-The Gingrich welfare 
bill will push at least 1.2 million more 
children into poverty, 1.2 million more 
children into poverty. 

The bill tells children: If you're poor, 
don't get sick; don't get hungry; don't 
get cold because we don't think you're 
important. And, we don't want to guar
antee that you have health care; food, 
and general assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, welfare reform is not 
supposed to be about punishing poor 
children. 

It should be about improving their 
lives by giving their parents the edu
cation, job training, and child care 
needed to get a job and get off welfare 
permanently. 

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY 
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the following com
mittees and their subcommittees be 
permitted to sit today while the House 
is meeting in the Committee of the 
Whole House under the 5-minute rule: 
Committee on Agriculture, Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight, 
Committee on International Relations, 
Committee on the Judiciary, Commit
tee on National Security, Committee 
on Resources, and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that the minority has been consulted 
and that there is no objection to these 
requests. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
INGLIS of South Carolina). Is there ob
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss]? 

There was no objection. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO 
OFFER RESOLUTION RAISING 
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGES OF 
THE HOUSE 
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

I rise to announce to the House that 
under rule IX, I plan to offer a privi
leged resolution and ask for its consid
eration to be scheduled within 2 days, 
as are required by the rules, as follows: 

Whereas, on November 29, 1995, the House 
of Representatives considered S. 1060, a bill 
which had been passed by the Senate on July 
25, 1995 to provide for the disclosure of lobby
ing activities to influence the Federal Gov
ernment and for other purposes; 

Whereas, on such date the House passed 
the bill without amount, the effect of which 
was an identical lobbying reform bill passed 
by both the House and the Senate; 

Whereas, as of December 14, 1995, the bill 
passed by both Chambers has not been en
rolled by the Senate and presented to the 
President in violation of constitutional re
quirements to so present; 

Whereas, an unreasonable delay in the 
presentation of an enrolled b111 to the Presi
dent affects the integrity of the proceedings 
of the House of Representatives: Therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives shall appoint a committee 
of two Members of the House, one from each 
major party, to determine whether there has 
been unreasonable delay in transmitting the 
enrolled bill, S. 1060, to the President, and 
such comm! ttee shall promptly inform the 
Senate of the concern of the House of Rep
resentatives over the delay in the b1ll's pres
entation to the President. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
rule IX, a resolution offered from the 
floor by a Member other than the ma
jority leader or the minority leader as 
a question of the privileges of the 
House has immediate precedence only 
at a time or place designated by the 
Speaker in the legislative schedule 
within 2 legislative days of its being 
properly noticed. The Chair will an
nounce the Speaker's designation at a 
later time. In the meantime, a form of 
the resolution proffered by the gen
tleman from Texas will appear in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The Chair is not making a deter
mination as to whether the resolution 
constitutes a question of privilege. 
That determination will be made at the 
time designated by the Speaker for 
consideration of the resolution. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Par

liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman will state it. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, my question would be as to 
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the point you just made, as to whether 
or not this would be recognized as a le
gitimate question of privilege, would 
the fact that a virtually identical reso
lution under identical circumstances 
offered by then-minority whip GING
RICH in 1991, that that was ruled to be 
a question of privilege, would that be 
relevant to this decision? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will consider that at the time 
that the resolution is offered. 

ENFORCING THE PUBLIC DEBT 
LIMIT AND PROTECTING SOCIAL 
SECURITY TRUST FUND AND 
OTHER FEDERAL TRUST FUNDS 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 293 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 293 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
2621, a commonsense measure designed 
to ensure that the promise made by 
this Government to the people who de
pend on Social Security and similar 
trust funds will be kept. We have re
peatedly promised Americans that the 
money they pay into Government trust 
funds is being kept in trust for them, 
safe from being raided for short term 
fiscal and political emergencies. And 

Secretary has in fact borrowed from 
the trust funds. This rule therefore in
corporates an amendment offered by 
the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee, Mr. ARCHER, to re-Store 
those trust funds to their full value. 
This amendment will be adopted upon 
passage of the rule. The rule provides 
for 1 hour of general debate equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. In addition, the 
rule provides for one motion to recom
mit. 

the majority party in Congress intends Mr. Speaker, during our Rules Com
to keep that promise even if the Clin- mittee hearing on this bill last week, 
ton administration doesn't. This bill is the ranking member of the Ways and 
necessary now because the Clinton ad- Means Committee, Mr. GIBBONS, sug
ministration-particularly the Treas- gested that passing H.R. 2621 is a waste 
ury Secretary-has violated that trust of time since the President is surely 
in recent weeks by dipping into these going to veto it. I am extremely puz
reserve accounts in order to extend the zled and, frankly, quite dismayed to 
Nation's credit and wiggle out of a hear that this President would veto a 

H. RES. 293 commitment to put this Nation on a 7- measure designed to ensure the sol-
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this year glide path toward a balanced vency and integrity of the Government 

resolution it shall be in order to consider in budget. The new congressional major- trust funds, including the Social Secu
the House the bill (H.R. 2621) to enforce the ity has told the administration that we rity trust fund. Is President Clinton 
public debt limit and to protect the Social will not grant an extension of our na- really in favor of raiding the Social Se
Security trust funds and other Federal trust tional debt-which now stands at near- curity trust fund? If in fact the Presi
funds and accounts invested in public debt ly $5 trillion-until we have in place a dent has made this ill-advised decision, 
obligations. The amendment printed in the plan to balance the budget. It would be I hope he will reconsider. If he doesn' t, 
report of the Committee on Rules accom- irresponsible and immoral of us to keep I hope America is listening. Those 
panying this resolution shall be considered 
as adopted. The bill, as amended, shall be de- writing uncovered checks from our trust funds are based upon the trust of 
batable for one hour equally divided and con- children's accounts without such a the people who have paid into them in 
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor- plan in place. But fulfilling this com- good faith. They expect us to ensure 
ity member of the Committee on Ways and mitment means making sure the ad- that their money is being held safely 
Means. The previous question shall be con- ministration can't stretch the rules by the Federal Government. Those 
sidered as ordered on the blll, as amended, to and raid the trust funds to keep the red funds are not designed to bail out the 
final passage without intervening motion ex- ink flowing. And so, on November 14 of overspending of the Clinton adminis-
cept one motion to recommit. thi th H d H R 2621 s year, e ouse passe · · tration nor are they to assist this ad-

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- under suspension of the rules. Al- ministration in its effort to avoid 
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec- though the bill received a majority of agreeing to a balanced budget in 7 ognized for 1 hour. the votes that day-247 ayes to 179 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur- nays-it fell short of gaining the nee- years. I know the President has pre
poses of debate only, I yield the cus- essary two-thirds needed to pass under viously said that preserving Social Se
tomary 30 minutes to the distinguished suspension. That's why the Rules Com- curity is a priority for his administra
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. mittee was asked to grant this rule. As tion. He can live up to that rhetoric by 
MOAKLEY], the ranking member of the is customary for legislation stemming joining us in this effort to enforce the 
Committee on Rules and the former from the Ways and Means Committee, public debt ce111ng while protecting the 
chairman, and my good friend and dis- House Resolution 293 is a closed rule. trust funds. 
tinguished Member of this body, pend- However, since the time that the House Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
ing which I yield myself such time as I first considered this bill, the Treasury material for the RECORD. 

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of December 7, 1995) 

103d Congress 104th Congress 
Rule type 

Number of rules Pertent of total Number of rules Pertent of total 

46 44 56 65 
49 47 20 23 &~~:~d~~~!3ge~.~ .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Closed' ........................... : ................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 9 9 10 12 

Total .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 104 100 86 100 

•This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of 
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules. 

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only 
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record. 

3 A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude 
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment. 

'A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill). 

H. Res. No. (Date rep!.) Rule type 

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of December 7, 1995) 

Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule 

H. Res. 38 (l/18195) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 5 .............................. Unfunded Mandate Reform .............................................................................. ................... A: 35()-71 (1119/95). 
H. Res. 44 (l/24195) ...................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ............... Social Security..................................................................................................................... A: 255-172 (l/25/95). 

HJ. Res. 1 ....................... Balanced Budget Arndt .................................................................. .................................... . 
H. Res. 51 (1131195) ...... ................................ O ...................................... H.R. 101 .......................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians ........................................................................ .. ......... A: voice vote (2/1/95). 

99--059 0--97 Vol. 141 (Pt. 25) 48 
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SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITIEE, 104TH CONGRESS-Continued 

[As of Oecember 7, 1995] 

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Ru le type Bill No. Subject 

H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) .. .. .......... .. .. .. .... .. .......... .. 0 .............................. ...... .. H.R. 400 .... .................... .. Land Exchange, Arctic Natl Park and Preserve .... ...... .................................................... .. 
H. Res. 53 ( 1/31/95) .. .. .......... .. .. .. ............ .. .. .. 0 ............ .. ...................... .. H.R. 440 ......................... . Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif .......................... .................. .. ........ .................... .... . 
H. Res. 55 (211/95) .... .. ........ .................... .... .. 0 .... .......................... ...... .. H.R. 2 .. .. ........................ .. Line Item Veto ................... .. .... ........ ............................................................ ..... ...... ........ .... . 
H. Res. 60 (216195) .. .... .............. .... ...... .... .. .. .. 0 .................. .... .......... .. .. .. H.R. 665 .. . Victim Restitution ................................................................ .................................. ............. . 
H. Res. 61 (216195) ..................................... . 0 ............ ...... .. ................ .. H.R. 666 ...... .. ................ .. Exclusionary Rule Reform ....... ................... .. .. ................ .. ... .... ....... ..... ................................ . 
H. Res. 63 (218195) ...................................... .. MO .. ............................... .. H.R. 667 ...... .. .......... ...... .. Violent Criminal Incarceration ............. .. ... .. .. .................. ...................... .... ..................... .. .. . 
H. Res. 69 (219/95) .. .. .......... .. .. .. ............ .. .... .. 0 ..................................... . H.R. 668 ........................ .. Criminal Alien Deportation ................................................................................................ .. 
H. Res. 79 (2110/95) ................................ .... .. MO .................. .......... ...... . H.R. 728 ........................ .. Law Enforcement Block Grants ................................................................................. ......... . 
H. Res. 83 (2113/95) ...... .. .. .. .. .. .. .................. .. MO ................ .. .. ............ .. . H.R. 7 .............. .............. .. National Security Revitalization ............................................................. .. .................. .. .. ... .. 
H. Res. 88 (2116/95) ...... .... .. ........................ .. MC .............. ........ .......... .. . H.R. 831 .......... .............. .. Health Insurance Deductibil ity ........................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 91 (2121195) .................................... .. 0 .. ................ ................ .. .. H.R. 830 ........................ .. Paperwork Reduction Act ............................... ................... .. ............................................... . 
H. Res. 92 (2121/95) .................................... .. MC ................................ .. . H.R. 889 ........................ .. Defense Supplemental .................. .. .... ... ............................. ....... .. ...................................... .. 
H. Res. 93 (2122195) .................................... .. MO ................................ .. . H.R. 450 .................... .... .. Regulatory Transition Act ................................................... ................................................ . 
H. Res. 96 (2124/95) .... .... ............................ .. MO .................. . H.R. 1022 ...................... .. Risk Assessment ....... .. ....................................................................................................... . 
H. Res. 100 (2127195) ...... ............................ .. 0 .................. .. .... .. .. .. ...... .. H.R. 926 ........................ .. Regulatory Reform and Relief Act .................................................................. ........ .. ........ .. 
H. Res. 101 (2128/95) .. .... ............ .. .............. .. MO ...................... ........ .. .. . H.R. 925 ........................ .. Private Property Protection Act .................................................... .. .................................... . 
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) .................................... .. MO .............. .. .... .......... .... . H.R. 1058 ...................... .. Securities Litigation Reform .. ............ ... .... ...... ... .. .. .................... ......................................... . 
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) .................................... .. MO ................ .... .............. . H.R. 988 ......................... . Attorney Accountabil ity Act ................... ... .... ... ... ... ............ .. ....... ........................................ . 
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) .. .................. .. .............. .. MO .............. .. .................. . 
H. Res. 108 (317195) .. .............. .. .. .... .. .......... .. Debate ........................... .. H.R. 956 .......................... Product Liability Reform ............................ ........ .. ............ .... .............................. ................ .. 
H. Res. 109 (3/8195) .......................... .......... .. MC ................................. .. 
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) .................................. .. MO .. .. ........................ .. .... . H.R. 1159 ........................ Making Emergency Supp. Approps .......................... .. ...... ........ .... .. ...... ............ .................. .. 
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) .................................. .. MC .... .............................. . H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Arndt .. ................................................................................................. . 
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) .. ................................ .. Debate .. .... ...... .. ........ ...... . H.R. 4 ........ ...................... Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ...... .. .......................................................................... . 
H. Res. 119 (3121195) .. .......... .. .................... .. MC .. ........ .. .............. .. ...... . 
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ...... ........ .. ........ .. .......... .. 0 ................ .................... .. H.R. 1271 Family Privacy Protection Act ................................ ........................................ .... ...... .. ........ .. 
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D 1045 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 

balance of my time. 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, this bill is an outrage. 

It is dangerous, it is irresponsible, it 
plays politics with the American peo
ple, and is wrong. 

I am opposed to this bill. 

I am opposed to this closed rule, and 
I urge my colleagues to defeat the pre
vious question. 

Mr. Speaker, there is one reason why 
this country is about to default on its 
loans for the first time in history-be
cause my Republican colleagues will 
not pass a clean debt limit extension. 
Plain and simple. 

Now I wish we did not have to raise 
the debt limit-but I also recognize 
that it is something we must do. 

If this horrible bill passes, our pay
ments to our creditors will stop imme
diately and it will be much harder for 
the United States to borrow money in 
the future. We will have to pay ex
tremely high interest rates and the 
American taxpayers will pay for it. 
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default on its loans and that will hurt quested this amount in a letter to 
a lot of people. Speaker GINGRICH on October 27 of this 

People with pension plans will be year and we should grant it. 
hurt; people will adjustable rates mort- There is no reason for my Republican 
gages will be hurt; people with payroll colleagues to play these games. All we 
deduction plans will be hurt; and peo- need to do to prevent default is pass a 
ple who served in the military will be simple debt ceiling bill. It is not that 
hurt. hard. Congress has done it 33 times be-

Mr. Speaker, this debt limit exten- tween 1980 and 1995. 
sion should be above politics-it is a But, instead of acting responsibly 
very serious issue and has no place and passing a simple debt ceiling in
whatsoever being used as a political crease, my Republican colleagues are 
football. offering a bill that takes away the 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to Treasury Department's ability to deal 

My Republican colleagues are using 
the debt ceiling bill as a way to play 
politics with other budget issues. It 
holds the American people and the 
credit of this country hostage and it is 
wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is dangerous, 
this closed rule is unfair, and I urge my 
colleagues to .defeat the previous ques
tion. 

The fiscal integrity of the United 
States is much too important to be 
sacrificed on the al tar of partisanship. 

defeat the previous question to provide with the debt ceiling crisis. All for the Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
for short-term increase in the Federal sake of politics. material for the RECORD: 

FLOOR PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS; COMPILED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE DEMOCRATS 

Bill No. Title Resolution No. 

H.R. I * ................................ Compliance ............................................................................................. H. Res. 6 
H. Res. 6 ............................. Opening Day Rules Package .................................................................. H. Res. 5 
H.R. 5* ................................ Unfunded Mandates ............................................................................... H. Res. 38 

HJ. Res. 2* .. ....................... Balanced Budeet .......... .......................................................................... H. Res. 44 
H. Res. 43 ........................... Committee Hearings Scheduling ............................................................ H. Res. 43 (OJ) 
H.R. 2* ................................ Line Item Veto .......................................... .............................................. H. Res. 55 
H.R. 665* ...... ...................... Victim Restitution Act of 1995 .............................................................. H. Res. 61 
H.R. 666* ............................ Exclusionary Rule Reform Act of 1995 .................................................. H. Res. 60 
H.R. 667* .... .. .. ........ ............ Violent Criminal Incarceration Act of 1995 ..................................... ...... H. Res. 63 
H.R. 668* ............................ The Criminal Alien Deportation Improvement Act ................................. H. Res. 69 
H.R. 728* ............................ Local Government Law Enforcement Block Grants ................................ H. Res. 79 
H.R. 7* ................................ National Security Revitalization Act ....................................................... H. Res. 83 
H.R. 729* .... .......... .... .......... Death Penalty/Habeas ............................................................. ............... NIA 
S. 2 ............................. ......... Senate Compliance .. ....................................................... ........................ NIA 
H.R. 831 .............................. To Permanently Extend the Health Insurance Deduction for the Self- H. Res. 88 

Employed. 
H.R. 830* ............................ The Paperwork Reduction Act ................................................................ H. Res. 91 
H.R. 889 .............................. Emergency Supplemental/Rescinding Certain Budget Authority .. ......... H. Res. 92 
H.R. 450* ............................ Regulatory Moratorium ...... ...... ........................... ........................... ......... H. Res. 93 
H.R. 1022* .......................... Risk Assessment ............................................................................ ........ H. Res. 96 
H.R. 926* ............................ Regulatory Flexibility .... ................................................................ .......... H. Res. 100 
H.R. 925* ............................ Private Property Protection Act .............................................................. H. Res. IOI 

H.R. 1058* .......................... Securities Litigation Reform Act ............................................................ H. Res. 105 

H.R. 988* ............................ The Attorney Accountab ility Act of 1995 ................................ ...... .... ..... H. Res. 104 
H.R. 956* ............................ Product Liability and legal Reform Act ........................................... .... .. H. Res. 109 

H.R. 11 58 ............................ Making Emergency Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions ...... H. Res. 115 

HJ. Res. 73* ....................... Term limits ............................................................................................ H. Res. 116 

H.R. 4* ................................ Welfare Reform ....................................................................................... H. Res. 119 

H.R. 1271* .......... ................ Family Privacy Act .................................................................................. H. Res. 125 
H.R. 660* ............................ Housing for Older Persons Act ........ ....................................................... H. Res. 126 
H.R. 1215* .......................... The Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 .............................. H. Res. 129 

H.R. 483 .............................. Medicare Select Extension ...................................................................... H. Res. 130 

H.R. 655 ...................... ........ Hydrogen Future Act ............................................................................... H. Res. 136 
H.R. 1361 ............................ Coast Guard Authorization ..................................................................... H. Res. 139 

H.R. 961 .............................. Clean Water Act .................................................................. .............. ..... H. Res. 140 

H.R. 535 .............................. Corning National Fish Hatchery Conveyance Act ................... .. .. ....... ..... H. Res. 144 
H.R. 584 .............................. Conveyance of the Fairport Nationa l Fish Hatchery to the State of H. Res. 145 

Iowa. 
H.R. 614 .................. ...... ...... Conveyance of the New London National Fish Hatchery Production Fa- H. Res. 146 

cility. 
H. Con. Res. 67 ................... Budget Resolution .................................................................................. H. Res. 149 

H.R. 1561 ............................ American Overseas Interests Act of 1995 ............................................. H. Res. 155 

H.R. 1530 ............................ National Defense Authorization Act FY 1996 ................................... ...... H. Res. 164 

Process used for floor consideration 

Closed ......................................................................................................................................... .. 
Closed; contained a closed rule on H.R. I within the closed rule ............... ...... .. .................... .. 
Restrictive; Motion adopted over Democratic objection in the Comm ittee of the Whole to 

limit debate on section 4; Pre-printing gets preference. 
Restrictive; only certain substitutes .......................................................................................... .. 
Restrictive; considered in House no amendments ..................................................................... . 
Open; Pre-printing gets preference ............................................................................... .............. . 
Open; Pre-printing gets preference ............................................................................................. . 
Open; Pre-printing gets preference ......................................... .................................................... . 
Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments .......................................................................... .. 
Open; Pre-printine eels preference; Contains self-executine provision .................................... . 
Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing eels preference ........................... . 
Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ......................... .. . 
Restrictive; brought up under UC with a 6 hr. time cap on amendments .............................. .. 
Closed; Put on Suspension Calendar over Democratic objection .............................................. . 
Restrictive; makes in order only the Gibbons amendment; Wa ives all points of order; Con-

tains self-executing provision . . 
Open ............................................................................................................................................ . 
Restrictive; makes in order only the Obey substitute ........... ..................................................... . 
Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ...... .............. ...... .. 
Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments .............................................................. : ............ . 
Open ..................................................................................... ...................................................... .. 
Restrictive; 12 hr. time cap on amendments; Requires Members to pre-print their amend

ments in the Record prior to the bill's consideration for amendment, waives germaneness 
and budget act points of order as well as points of order concerning appropriating on a 
legislative bill against the committee substitute used as base text. 

Restrictive; 8 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference; Makes in order the 
Yftden amendment and waives eermaneness against it. 

Restrictive; 7 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ....................... .. .... .. 
Restrictive; makes in order only 15 germane amendments and denies 64 eermane amend

ments from being considered. 
Restrictive; Combines emergency H.R. 1158 & nonemergency 1159 and strikes the abortion 

provision; makes in order only pre-printed amendments that include offsets within the 
same chapter (deeper cuts in proerams already cut); waives points of order against three 
amendments; waives cl 2 of rule XXI against the bill, cl 2, XXI and cl 7 of rule XVI 
against the substitute; waives cl 2(e) od rule XXI against the amendments in the Record; 
10 hr time cap on amendments. 30 minutes debate on each amendment. 

Restrictive; Makes in order only 4 amendments considered under a "Queen of the Hill" pro
cedure and denies 21 germane amendments from being considered. 

Restrictive; Makes in order only 31 perfecting amendments and two substitutes; Denies 130 
germane amendments from being considered; The substitutes are to be considered under 
a "Queen of the Hill" procedure; All points of order are wa ived against the amendments. 

Open ............................................................................................................................................ . 
Open .......................................... .................................................................................................. . 
Restrictive; Self Executes language that makes tax cuts contingent on the adoption of a 

balanced budget plan and strikes section 3006. Makes in order only one substitute. 
Waives all points of order against the bill , substitute made in order as original text and 
Gephardt substitute. 

Restrictive; wa ives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill ; makes H.R. 1391 in order as origi
nal text; makes in order only the Dingell substitute; allows Commerce Committee to file a 
report on the bill at any time. 

Open ............................. ............................ ............................................. .......................... ........... .. 
Open; waives sections 302(1) and 308(a) of the Congressional Budget Act aga inst the bill's 

consideration and the committee substitute; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI against the com
mittee substitute. 

Open; pre-printing gets preference; wa ives sections 302(1) and 602(b) of the Budget Act 
against the bill 's consideration; wa ives cl 7 of rule XVI, cl 5(a) of rule XXI and section 
302(1) of the Budget Act against the committee substitute. Makes in order Shuster sub
stitute as first order of business. 

Open ....................................................................................................................... .................... .. 
Open ........................................................... ................................................. ...... .......................... . 

Open ................................................................................................................................. ........... . 

Restrictive; Makes in order 4 substitutes under regular order; Gephardt, Neumann/Solomon, 
Payne/Owens, President's Budeet if printed in Record on 5/17195; wa ives all points of 
order against substitutes and concurrent resolution; suspends appl ication of Rule XLIX 
with respect to the resolution; self-executes Agriculture language. 

Restrictive; Requ ires amendments to be printed in the Record prior to their consideration; 
10 hr. time cap; waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill 's consideration; Also waives 
sections 302(1), 303(a), 308(a) and 402(a) against the bill's consideration and the com
mittee amendment in order as original text; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI against the 
amendment; amendment consideration is closed at 2:30 p.m. on May 25, 1995. Self-exe
cutes provision wh ich removes section 2210 from the bill. This was done at the request 
of the Budget Committee. 

Restrictive; Makes in order only the amendments printed in the report; wa ives all points of 
order against the bill, substitute and amendments printed in the report. Gives the Chair
man en bloc authority. Self-executes a provision wh ich strikes section 807 of the bill; 
provides for an additional 30 min. of debate on Nunn-Lugar section; Allows Mr. Cl inger 
to offer a modification of his amendment with the concu rrence of Ms. Collins. 

Amendments 
in order 

None. 
None. 

NIA. 

2R; 4D. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 

None. 
ID. 

NIA. 
ID. 

NIA. 
NIA. 
NIA. 
ID. 

ID. 

NIA. 
8D; 7R. 

NIA. 

ID; 3R. 

5D; 26R. 

NIA. 
NIA. 
ID. 

ID. 

NIA. 
NIA. 

NIA. 

NIA. 
NIA. 

NIA. 

3D; IR. 

NIA. 

36R; 18D; 2 
Bipartisan. 
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Bill No. Title Resolution No. 

H.R. 1817 ............................ Military Construction Appropriations; FY 1996 ...................................... H. Res. 167 

H.R. 1854 ............................ Legislative Branch Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 169 

H.R. 1868 ............................ Foreign Operations Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 170 

H.R. 1905 ............................ Energy & Water Appropriations .............................................................. H. Res. 171 

HJ. Res. 79 ......................... Constitutional Amendment to Permit Congress and States to Prohibit H. Res. 173 
the Physical Desecration of the American Flag. 

H.R. 1944 ........................ .... Rescissions Bill ...................................................................................... H. Res. 175 

H.R. 1868 (2nd rule) ........... Foreign Operations Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 177 

H.R. 1977 *Rule Defeated* Interior Appropriations ............ .. .............................................................. H. Res. 185 

H.R. 1977 ......... ................... Interior Appropriations ................................... ......................................... H.Res. 187 

H.R. 1976 ............................ Agriculture Appropriations ........................................................ ....... ... .... H. Res. 188 

H.R. 1977 (3rd rule) ........... Interior Appropriations .............................. ....... .. .......... ........................... H. Res. 189 

H.R. 2020 ............................ Treasury Postal Appropriations .............................................................. H. Res. 190 

HJ. Res. 96 ......................... Disapprovine MFN for China .................................................................. H. Res. 193 

H.R. 2002 ............... .. ........... Transportation Appropriations ................................................................ H. Res. 194 

H.R. 70 ................................ Exports of Alaskan North Slope Oil ............. ........................................... H. Res. 197 

H.R. 2076 ............................ Commerce, Justice Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 198 

H.R. 2099 ............................ VA/HUD Appropriations ........................................................................... H. Res. 201 

S. 21 .................................... Termination of U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ...................................... H. Res. 204 

H.R. 2126 ............................ Defense Appropriations ..................................................................... ..... H. Res. 205 

H.R. 1555 ............................ Communications Act of 1995 .............................. .................................. H. Res. 207 

H.R. 2127 .... ........................ Labor/HHS Appropriations Act ................................................................ H. Res. 208 

H.R. 1594 ........................ .... Economically Targeted Investments .... .............. ..................................... H. Res. 215 
H.R. 1655 ............................ Intelligence Authorization ....................................................................... H. Res. 216 

H.R. 1162 ............................ Deficit Reduction Lock Box ............ ........ ................................................ H. Res. 218 

H.R. 1670 .... ........................ Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1995 ................................................ H. Res. 219 

H.R. 1617 ............................ To Consolidate and Reform Workforce Development and Literacy Pro- H. Res. 222 
grams Act (CAREERS). 

H.R. 2274 ............................ National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 .............................. H. Res. 224 

H.R. 927 .............................. Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act of 1995 ........ .................. H. Res. 225 

H.R. 743 .............................. The Teamworll for Employees and Managers Act of 1995 .................... H. Res. 226 

H.R. 1170 ......... .. ................. 3-Judee Court for Certain Injunctions ................................................... H. Res. 227 
H.R. 1601 ............................ International Space Station Authorization Act of 1995 ......................... H. Res. 228 
HJ. Res. 108 ....................... Makin& Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 230 

H.R. 2405 ............................ Omnibus Civilian Science Authorization Act of 1995 .. .. ........... ......... .... H. Res. 234 

H.R. 2259 ......... .. ... .. ....... ..... To Disapprove Certain Sentencine Guideline Amendments ................... H. Res. 237 

Process used for floor consideration Amendments 
in order 

Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI aeainst the bill ; 1 hr. general debate; Uses House NIA. 
passed budget numbers as threshold for spendine amounts pending passage of Budget. 

Restrictive; Makes in order only 11 amendments; waives sections 302(1) and 308(a) of the SR; 4D; 2 
Budget Act against the bill and cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill. All points of Bipartisan. 
order are waived against the amendments. 

Open; waives cl. 2, cl. S(b), and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill; makes in order the Gil- NIA. 
man amendmer.ts as first order of business; waives all points of order against the 
amendments; if adopted they will be considered as original text; waives cl. 2 of rule XXI 
against the amendments printed in the report. Pre-printing gets priority (Hall) 
(Menendez) (Goss) (Smith, NJ). 

Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI aeainst the bill; makes in order the Shuster NIA. 
amendment as the first order of business; waives all points of order against the amend-
ment; if adopted it will be considered as original text. Pre-printing gets priority. 

Closed; provides one hour of general debate and one motion to recommit with or without in- NIA. 
structions; if there are instructions, the MO is debatable for I hr. 

Restrictive; Provides for consideration of the bill in the House; Permits the Chairman of the NIA. 
Appropriations Committee to offer one amendment which is unamendable; waives all 
points of order against the amendment. 

Restrictive; Provides for further consideration of the bill; makes in order only the four NIA. 
amendments printed in the rules report (20 min. each). Waives all points of order 
aeainst the amendments; Prohibits intervening motions in the Committee of the Whole; 
Provides for an automatic rise and report followine the disposition of the amendments. 

Open; waives sections 302(1) and 308(a) of the Budget Act and cl 2 and cl 6 of rule XXI; NIA. 
provides that the bill be read by title; waives all points of order against the Tauzin 
amendment; self-executes Budget Committee amendment; waives cl 2(e) of rule XXI 
against amendments to the bill; Pre-printing gets priority. 

Open; waives sections 302(1). 306 and 308(a) of the Budget Act; waives clauses 2 and 6 of NIA. 
rule XXI against provisions in the bill; waives all points of order against the Tauzin 
amendment; provides that the bill be read by title; self-executes Budget Committee 
amendment and makes NEA funding subject to House passed authorization; waives cl 
2(e) of rule XXI against the amendments to the bill; Pre-printine gets priority. 

Open; waives clauses 2 and 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; provides that the NIA. 
bill be read by title; Makes Skeen amendment first order of business, if adopted the 
amendment will be considered as base text (10 min.); Pre-printine eets priority. 

Restrictive; provides for the further consideration of the bill; allows only amendments pre- NIA. 
printed before July 14th to be considered; limits motions to rise. 

Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; provides the bill be NIA. 
read by title; Pre-printine gets priority. 

Restrictive; provides for consideration in the House of H.R. 2058 (90 min.) And HJ. Res. 96 NIA. 
(I hr). Waives certain provisions of the Trade Act. 

Open; waives cl. 3 Of rule XIII and section 401 (a) of the CBA against consideration of the NIA. 
bill; waives cl. 6 and cl. 2 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Makes in order the 
Clinger/Solomon amendment waives all points of order against the amendment (Line 
Item Veto); provides the bill be read by title; Pre-printing gets priority. *RULE AMEIDED*. 

Open; Makes in order the Resources Committee amendment in the nature of a substitute as NIA. 
original text; Pre-printine eets priority; Provides a Senate hook-up with S. 395. 

Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Pre-printine gets pri- NIA. 
ority; provides the bill be read by title .. 

Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Provides that the NIA. 
amendment in part 1 of the report is the first business, if adopted it will be considered 
as base text (30 min.); waives all points of order against the Klug and Davis amend-
ments; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides that the bill be read by title. 

Restrictive; 3 hours of general debate; Makes in order an amendment to be offered by the ID. 
Minority Leader or a designee (I hr); If motion to recommit has instructions it can only 
be offered by the Minority Leader or a designee. 

Open; waives cl. 2(1)(6) of rule XI and section 306 of the Coneressional Budget Act against NIA. 
consideration of the bill; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; 
self-executes a strike of sections 8021 and 8024 of the bill as requested by the Budget 
Committee; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides the bill be read by title. 

Restrictive; wa ives sec. 302(1) of the Budget Act against consideration of the bill; Makes in 2R/3D/3 Bi-
order the Commerce Committee amendment as original text and waives sec. 302(f) of partisan. 
the Budeet Act and cl. 5(a) of rule XXI against the amendment; Makes in order the Bliely 
amendment (30 min.) as the first order of business, if adopted it will be original text; 
makes in order only the amendments printed in the report and waives all points of order 
against the amendments; provides a Senate hook-up with S. 652. 

Open; Provides that the first order of business will be the managers amendments (10 min.), NIA. 
if adopted they will be considered as base text; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI 
against provisions in the bill; waives all points of order against certain amendments 
printed in the report; Pre-printin11 gets priority; Provides the bill be read by title. 

Open; 2 hr of gen. debate. Makes in order the committee substitute as original text ............ NIA. 
Restrictive; waives sections 302(1), 308(a) and 40l(b) of the Budget Act. Makes in order NIA. 

the committee substitute as modified by Govt. Reform amend (striking sec. 505) and an 
amendment striking title VII. Cl 7 of rule XVI and cl 5(a) of rule XXI are wa ived against 
the substitute. Sections 302(1) and 40l(b) of the CBA are also waived against the sub-
stitute. Amendments must also be pre-printed in the Congressional record . 

Open; waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the committee substitute made in order as original NIA. 
text; Pre-printing gets priority. 

Open; waives sections 302(1) and 308(a) of the Budget Act against consideration of the NIA. 
bill ; bill will be read by title; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI and section 302(f) of the Budget 
Act against the committee substitute. Pre-printing gets priority. 

Open; wa ives section 302(1) and 401(b) of the Bud11et Act against the substitute made in NIA. 
order as original text (H.R. 2332), cl. 5(a) of rule XXI is also waived against the sub-
stitute; provides for consideration of the managers amendment (10 min.) If adopted, it is 
considered as base text. 

Open; waives section 302(1) of the Budget Act against consideration of the bill; Makes H.R. NIA. 
2349 in order as original text; waives section 302(1) of the Budget Act against the sub-
stitute; provides for the consideration of a managers amendment (10 min.) If adopted, it 
is considered as base text; Pre-printing gets priority. 

Restrictive; wa ives cl 2(U(2)(B) of rule XI against consideration of the bill; makes in order 2R/20 
H.R. 2347 as base text; waives cl 7 of ru le XVI against the substitute; Makes Hamilton 
amendment the first amendment to be considered (I hr). Makes in order only amend-
ments printed in the report. 

Open; waives cl 2(1)(2)(b) of rule XI against consideration of the bill; makes in order the NIA. 
committee amendment as original text; Pre-printing get priority. 

Open; makes in order a comm ittee amendment as original text; Pre-printing gets priority .... NIA. 
Open; makes in order a committee amendment as original text; pre-printing gets priority .... NIA. 
Closed; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit which 

may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee. 
Open; self-executes a provision strikine section 304(b)(3) of the bill (Commerce Committee NIA. 

request) ; Pre-printing gets priority. 
Restrictive; waives cl 2(1)(2)(B) of rule XI against the bill 's consideration; makes in order 10 

the text of the Senate bill S. 1254 as original text; Makes in order only a Conyers sub-
stitute; provides A senate hook-up after adoption. 
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Bill No. Tille Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration Amendments 
in order 

H.R. 2425 ........... ................. Medicare Preservation Act ......................................•.......................... ..... H. Res. 238 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill 's consideration; makes in order the 
text of H.R. 2485 as original text; waives all points of order against H.R. 2485; makes in 
order only an amendment offered by the Minority Leader or a designee; waives all points 
of order against the amendment; waives cl 5© of rule XXI (3/s requirement on votes 
raising taxes) . 

ID 

H.R. 2492 ............................ legislative Branch Appropriations Bill .................................. ................ H. Res. 239 Restrictive; provides for consideration of the bill in the House ...... .......................................... . 
Restrictive; makes in order H.R. 2517 as original text; waives all points of order against the 

bill; Makes in order only H.R. 2530 as an amendment only if offered by the Minority 
Leader or a designee; waives all points of order against the amendment; waives cl 5© 
of rule XXI (% requirement on votes raising taxes) . 

tu A. 
ID H.R. 2491 ........ .. .................. 7 Year Balanced Budget Reconciliation Social Security Earnings Test H. Res. 245 

H. Con. Res. 109 ................. Reform. 

H.R. 1833 ........... ................. Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act of 1995 .............. ................................... H. Res. 251 Closed ............................................... .... ....................................................................................... . tu A. 
tu A. H.R. 2546 ............................ D.C. Appropriations FY 1996 .... ........................... ................................... H. Res. 252 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill's consideration; Makes in order the 

Walsh amendment as the first order of business (10 min.); if adopted it is considered as 
base text; waives cl 2 and 6 of rule XXI against the bill; makes in order the Bonilla, 
Gunderson and Hostettler amendments (30 min.); waives all points of order against the 
amendments; debate on any further amendments is limited to 30 min. each. 

HJ. Res. ll5 •. .................. ... Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 ............................... ..... H. Res. 257 Closed; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit which 
may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee. 

H.R. 2586 ...•..•••.............. ..... Temporary Increase in the Statutory Debt limit ................................... H. Res. 258 Restrictive; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit 
which may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee; self
executes 4 amendments in the rule; Solomon, Medicare Coverage of Certain Anti-Cancer 
Drug Treatments, Habeas Corpus Reform, Chrysler (Ml); makes in order the Walker amend 
(40 min.) on regulatory reform. 

SR 

H.R. 2539 .......•.................... ICC Termination ..............•...................................................................... H. Res. 259 Open; waives section 302(1) and section 308(a) ....................................................................... . 
HJ. Res. llS ....................... Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 261 Closed; provides for the immediate consideration of a motion by the Majority leader or his 

designees to dispose of the Senate amendments (lhr). 
tu A. 

H.R. 2586 ............................ Temporary Increase in the Statutory limit on the Public Debt ...... ...... H. Res. 262 Closed; provides for the immediate consideration of a motion by the Majority Leader or his 
designees to dispose of the Senate amendments (lhr). 

tu A. 

H. Res. 250 .......................•. House Gift Rule Reform ........... .. ...................................................... ...... H. Res. 268 Closed; provides for consideration of the bill in the House; 30 min. of debate; makes in 
order the Burton amendment and the Gingrich en bloc amendment (30 min. each); 
waives all points of order against the amendments; Ginerich is only in order if Burton 
fails or is not offered. 

2R 

H.R. 2564 ...•........................ lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 ........................................................... H. Res. 269 Open; waives cl. 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill's consideration; waives all points of order 
against the lstook and Mcintosh amendments. 

H.R. 2606 ........................ .... Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia Deployment ........................................ H. Res. 273 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill's consideration; provides one motion 
to amend if offered by the Minority Leader or designee (I hr non-amendable); motion to 
recommit which may have instructions only if offered by Minority leader or his designee; 
if Minority Leader motion is not offered debate time will be extended by I hr. 

H.R. 1788 ... .. .. ........... .......... Amtrak Reform and Privatization Act of 1995 ............................•...•..... H. Res. 289 Open; waives all points of order against the bill 's consideration; makes in order the Trans
portation substitute modified by the amend in the report; Bill read by title; waives all 
points of order against the substitute; makes in order a managers amend as the first 
order of business, if adopted it is considered base text (10 min.); waives all points of 
order against the amendment; Pre-printing gets priority. 

tu A. 

H.R. 1350 ... ......................... Maritime Security Act of 1995 ....................•......................... ... ........ ...... H. Res. 287 Open; makes in order the committee substitute as original text; makes in order a managers 
amendment which if adopted is considered as original text (20 min.) unamendable; pre
printine gets priority. 

tu A. 

H.R. 2621 ............................ To Protect Federal Trust Funds .............................................................. H. Res. Closed; provides for the adoption of the Ways & Means amendment printed in the report. I 
hr. of general debate. 

*Contract Bills, 67% restrictive; 33% open. ••All legislation, 55% restrictive; 45% open. ***Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which can be offered, and include so called modified open and modified 
closed rules as well as completely closed rules and rules providing for consideration in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. This definition of restrictive rule is taken from the Republican chart of resolutions reported from 
the Rules Committee in the 103rd Congress. ****Not included in this chart are three bills which should have been placed on the Suspension Calendar. H.R. 101, H.R. 400, H.R. 440. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. CARDIN]. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. I just took this time because I 
think it is important to correct the 
record. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill does not pro
tect the trust funds. We do not protect 
the trust funds by causing fiscal chaos 
for this Nation. If we want to ensure 
that our Social Security recipients re
ceive their Social Security checks, we 
do not jeopardize the payment on our 
debt of this Nation. 

If this bill were to pass, it would 
cause an immediate default on the na
tional debt. I do not think anybody 
wants to see that happen. Why are we 
not passing a clean debt extension? It 
has already been passed a couple of 
times by this House. 

This is not anything new. This debt 
limit has already been approved and 
voted on by just about every Repub
lican in this House. But they are play
ing games with the ability of people to 
receive their Social Security checks. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
previous question so that we can get a 
clean debt extension that will really 
protect our Social Security recipients. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speake.r, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as I announced earlier, 
if the previous question is defeated, I 
will offer an amendment to the rule 
that includes a substitute for the debt 
management repeal bill offered by the 
Republicans. 

My substitute is a clean, short-term 
debt extension of $85 billion. This 
amount will allow the orderly conduct 
of the Nation's financial affairs until 
January 19. After that date, the debt 
ceiling will revert to the current level. 

The extension will allow additional 
time for continued budget discussions 
between the administration and Con
gress. I ask that the amendment to the 
rule be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
INGLIS of South Carolina). Is there ob
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the proposed amendment 

is as fallows: 
AMENDMENT MODIFYING THE TEXT OF H.R. 

2621, TO PROTECT FEDERAL TRUST FUNDS 
(CONSIDERED AS ADOPTED BY THE ADOPTION 
ON THE RULE) 
Strike section 2 of the bill and insert the 

following: 
SEC. 2. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subsections (j), (k), and 
(1) of section 8348 of title 5, United States 
Code, and subsections (g) and (h) of section 
8438 of such title are hereby repealed. 

(b) RETENTION OF AUTHORITY TO RESTORE 
TRUST FUNDS WITH RESPECT TO ACTIONS 
TAKEN BEFORE DATE OF ENACTMENT.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-The repeals made by sub
section (a) shall not apply to the restoration 
requirements imposed on the Secretary of 
the Treasury (or the Executive Director re
ferred to in section 8438(g)(5) of title 5, Unit
ed States Code) with respect to amounts at
tributable to actions taken under subsection 
(j)(l) or (k) of section 8348, or section 
8438(g)(l), of such title before the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) RESTORATION REQUffiEMENTS.-For pur
poses of paragraph (1), the term "restoration 
requirements" means the requirements im
posed by-

(A) paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) of subsection 
(j), and subsection (1)(1), of section 8348 of 
such title, and 

(B) paragraphs (2), (3), (4), and (5) of sub
section (g), and subsection (h)(l), of section 
8438 of such title. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. All I 
would simply say is that despite the 
very important comments of the gen
tleman from Maryland, I would dis
agree. That the most important threat 
to our children and our Nation and our 
people on Social Security is in fact 
that the national debt has gotten so far 
out of control that the credit of our 
country indeed is in question. I would 
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suggest that the right vote is to get re
sponsible now. This is not a question of 
politics. This is a question of the well
being of our people. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 223, nays 
183, not voting 26, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker(LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
B111rakis 
Bl1ley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cub in 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
English 

[Roll No. 859) 

YEAS--223 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
GUchrest 
GUlmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Ing Us 
ls took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 

Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martini 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mc Dade 
McHugh 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Myrick 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Qu1llen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 

Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Bensen brenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith(TX) 
Smith(WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Be1lenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza. 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
FUner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
GeJdenson 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 

Anney 
BU bray 
Boehlert 
Brown (FL) 
Clay 
Crane 
DeFazio 
Dixon 
Emerson 

Stearns 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tork1ldsen 
Trancant 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 

NAYS--183 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Ham1lton 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
HUliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
KanJorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
KU dee 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
MUler (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Roybal-Alla.rd 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Taylor(MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torrtcell1 
Towns 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Will1ams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-26 
Ford 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Harman 
Largent 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
Mfume 
Nethercutt 

Pombo 
Rose 
Scarborough 
Sisisky 
Smith (NJ) 
Stockman 
Tucker 
Young (AK) 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington and Mr. 
ZELIFF changed their vote from "nay" 
to ''yea.'' 

So the previous question was ordered. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore (Mr. INGLIS of 
South Carolina) announced that the 
ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 228, noes 184, 
not voting 20, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Anney 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
BU bray 
B111rakis 
Bl11ey 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonma 
Bono 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dooltttle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 

[Roll No. 860) 
AYES-228 

Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
GUchrest 
GUlmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Ing Us 
lstook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martini 

McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
M1ller (FL) 
Mol1nari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Qu1llen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith(MI) 
Smith(TX) 
Smith(WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
T1ahrt 
Tork1ldsen 
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Traftcant Wamp Whitfield 
Upton Watts (OK) Wicker 
Vucanovtch Weldon (FL) Wolf 
Waldholtz Weldon (PA) Young (FL) 
Walker Weller Zell ff 
Walsh Whlte Zimmer 

NOES-184 
Abercrombie Gonzalez Orton 
Ackerman Gordon Owens 
Andrews Green Pallone 
Baesler Gutterrez Pastor 
Bare ta Hall(OH) Payne (NJ) 
Barrett (WI) Hamtlton Payne (VA) 
Becerra Hastings (FL) Pe lost 
Bellenson Hefner Peterson (FL) 
Bentsen Htlllard Peterson (MN) 
Berman Hinchey Pickett 
Bevill Holden Pomeroy 
Bontor Hoyer Po shard 
Bors kt Jackson-Lee Rahall 
Boucher (TX) Rangel 
Brewster Jefferson Reed 
Browder Johnson (SD) Richardson 
Brown (CA) Johnson, E. B. Rivers 
Brown (FL) Johnston Roemer 
Brown <OH) Kanjorskl Roybal-Allard 
Bryant (TX) Kaptur Rush 
Cardin Kennedy (MA) Sabo 
Chapman Kennedy (RI) Sanders 
Clayton Kennelly Sawyer 
Clement Ktldee Schroeder 
Clyburn Kleczka Schumer 
Coleman Kllnk Scott 
Coll1ns (IL) LaFalce Serrano 
Collins <Ml) Lantos Ststsky 
Condit Levin Skaggs 
Conyers Lewis (GA) Skelton 
Costello Lincoln Slaughter 
Coyne Ltptnskt Spratt 
Cramer Lofgren Stark 
Danner Lowey Stenholm 
de la Garza Luther Stokes 
De Fazio Maloney Studds 
DeLauro Manton Stupak 
Dell urns Markey Tanner 
Deutsch Martinez Taylor(MS) 
Dtcks Mascara Tejeda 
Dingell Matsui Thompson 
Doggett McCarthy Thornton 
Dooley McDermott Thurman 
Doyle McHale Torres 
Durbin McNulty Torrtcell1 
Edwards Meehan Towns 
Engel Meek Velazquez 
Eshoo Menendez Vento 
Evans M1ller (CA) Vtsclosky 
Farr Minge Volkmer 
Fattah Mink Ward 
Fazto Moakley Waters 
Fields (LA) Mollohan Watt (NC) 
Ftlner Montgomery Waxman 
Flake Moran W1111ams 
Fogltetta Murtha Wtlson 
Frank (MA) Nadler Wtse 
Frost Neal Woolsey 
Furse Oberstar Wyden 
Gejdenson Obey Wynn 
Gephardt Olver Yates 
Gibbons Ortiz 

NOT VOTING-20 
Baldacci Ford Pombo 
Barr Geren Rose 
Bishop Harman Smlth(NJ) 
Clay Jacobs Stockman 
Crane Mcinnis Tucker 
Dixon McKinney Young (AK) 
Emerson Mfume 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider is laid on the 

table. 

FffiING INAPPROPRIATE AT 
CHRISTMASTIME 

(Mr. MORAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to make an inquiry of the Speaker 
or anyone knowledgeable of the issue 
to clarify it, because there is a good 
deal of concern on the part of Members 
on both sides of the aisle over the sta
tus of 11 people who served all of the 
Members of this body in a nonpartisan 
way, and who, we understand, have 
been fired without advance notice just 
before Christmastime. 

I do not think it is a partisan issue, 
but it is something that affects all of 
us, because these are people who are re
sponsible for the tallying, for the en
rollment of bills, for checking the ac
curacy of the bills; and the only com
mon bond we can find among those peo
ple that have been peremptorily fired 
is that they had accumulated a sub
stantial amount of compensatory time. 

Since this body will have to abide by 
all of the private sector laws as of Jan
uary 1, we would be responsible for 
compensating these people for the com
pensatory time they built up for work
ing late hours when we are still in ses-
sion. · 

Mr. Speaker, if that is the common 
bond that caused their firing, then I 
think it would be helpful for all of us 
to understand, because this affects the 
ability of all of the Members of this 
body to carry out their functions and 
to make sure that no mistakes are 
made in the wording of the bills, and 
that the tally of the votes, and so on is 
accurate. 

Mr. Speaker, I also think that it re
flects on all of the Members of this 
body if we fire our own employees just 
before Christmastime for a reason that 
does not seem consistent with the val
ues-the family values and the integ
rity-of this House. 

Mr. Speaker, I see the gentleman 
from California [Mr. THOMAS] has risen, 
the chairman of the Committee on 
House Oversight, and perhaps he would 
respond. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just say that 
perhaps these kinds of discussions on 
the floor, without havihg all of the 
facts in front of us, are probably not as 
useful as they should be, and that I be
lieve the gentleman ought to avail 
himself of all of the facts prior to mak
ing some rather strong statements. 

Of course, as the gentleman knows, 
given the dismissal policy around here, 
these individuals will be with us 
through the Christmas season. 

As a matter of fact, they will be with 
us through the beginning month of the 
year, and probably beyond that because 
simply, around here when you talk 
about removing people who, in the re-

view of the needs, are no longer nec
essary, to make a statement that they 
are not going to be here through the 
Christmas session is simply not factu
ally correct; and I would very much 
like to invite the gentleman to sit 
down and take a look at all of the facts 
surrounding the circumstances. 

I would have been more than willing 
to do that had the gentleman ap
proached me, without taking the time 
of the House to make some statements. 

I think the gentleman will find, after 
he looks at the facts, that he was per
haps a bit extreme. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, that was the purpose for 
making it an inquiry rather than a 
speech: To determine why it occurred. 
I hope we can get some further light on 
the issue. I think it is a serious one. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 293, I call up the 
bill (H.R. 2621) to enforce the public 
debt limit and to protect the Social Se
curity trust funds and other Federal 
trust funds and accounts invested in 
public debt obligations, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
R.R. 2621 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. APPLICABILITY OF PUBLIC DEBT 

LIMIT TO FEDERAL TRUST FUNDS 
AND OTHER FEDERAL ACCOUNTS. 

(a) PROTECTION OF FEDERAL FUNDS.-Not-
withstanding any other provision of law-

(1) no officer or employee of the United 
States may-

(A) delay the deposit of any amount into 
(or delay the credit of any amount to) any 
Federal fund or otherwise vary from the nor
mal terms, procedures, or timing for making 
such deposits or credits, or 

(B) refrain from the investment in public 
debt obligations of amounts in any Federal 
fund, 
if a purpose of such action or inaction is to 
not increase the amount of outstanding pub
lic debt obligations, and 

(2) no officer or employee of the United 
States may disinvest amounts in any Fed
eral fund which are invested in public debt 
obligations if a purpose of the disinvestment 
is to reduce the amount of outstanding pub
lic debt obligations. 

(b) PROTECTION OF BENEFITS AND EXPENDI
TURES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding sub
section (a), during any period for which cash 
benefits or administrative expenses would 
not otherwise be payable from a covered ben
efits fund by reason of an inab1l1ty to issue 
further public debt obligations because of 
the applicable public debt limit, public debt 
obligations held by such covered benefits 
fund shall be sold or redeemed only for the 
purpose of making payment of such benefits 
or administrative expenses and only to the 
extent cash assets of the covered benefits 
fund are not available from month to month 
for making payment of such benefits or ad
ministrative expenses. 

(2) ISSUANCE OF CORRESPONDING DEBT.-For 
purposes of undertaking the sale or redemp
tion of public debt obligations held by a cov
ered benefits fund pursuant to paragraph (1), 
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the Secretary of the Treasury may issue cor
responding public debt obligations to the 
public, in order to obtain the cash necessary 
for payment of benefits or administrative ex
penses from such covered benefits fund, not
withstanding the public debt limit. 

(3) ADVANCE NOTICE OF SALE OR REDEMP
TION .-Not less than 3 days prior to the date 
on which, be reason of the public debt limit, 
the Secretary of the Treasury expects to un
dertake a sale or redemption authorized 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall report to each House of the 
Congress and to the Comptroller General of 
the United States regarding the expected 
sale or redemption. Upon receipt of such re
port, the Comptroller General shall review 
the extent of compliance with subsection (a) 
and paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection 
and shall issue such findings and rec
ommendations to each House of the Congress 
as the Comptroller General considers nec
essary and appropriate. 

(c) PUBLIC DEBT OBLIGATION.-For purposes 
of this section, the term "pu,blic debt obliga
tion" means any obligation subject to the 
public debt limit established under section 
3101 of title 31, United States Code. 

(d) FEDERAL FUND.-For purposes of this 
section, the term "Federal fund" means any 
Federal trust fund or Government account 
established pursuant to Federal law to which 
the Secretary of the Treasury has issued or 
is expressly authorized by law directly to 
issue obligations under chapter 31 of title 31, 
United States Code, in respect of public 
money, money otherwise required to be de
posited in the Treasury, or amounts appro
priate. 

(e) COVERED BENEFITS FUND.-For purposes 
of subsection (b), the term "covered benefits 
fund" means any Federal fund from which 
cash benefits are payable by law in the form 
of retirement benefits, separation payments, 
life or disab111ty insurance benefits, or de
pendent's or survivor's benefits, including 
(but not limited to) the following: 

(1) the Federal Old-Age and Survivors In
surance Trust Fund; 

(2) the Federal D1sab111ty Insurance Trust 
Fund; 

(3) the Civil Service Retirement and D1s
ab111ty Fund; 

(4) the Government Securities Investment 
Fund; 

(5) the Department of Defense M111tary Re
tirement Fund; 

(6) the Unemployment Trust Fund; 
(7) each of the railroad retirement funds 

and accounts; 
(8) the Department of Defense Education 

Benefits Fund and the Post-Vietnam Era 
Veterans Education Fund; and 

(9) the Black Lung D1sab111ty Trust Fund. 
SEC. 2. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subsections (j) , (k), and 
(1) of section 8348 of title 5, United States 
Code, and subsections (g) and (h) of section 
8438 of such title are hereby repealed. 

(b) RETENTION OF AUTHORITY TO RESTORE 
TRUST FUNDS WITH RESPECT TO ACTIONS 
TAKEN BEFORE DATE OF ENACTMENT.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-The repeals made by sub
section (a) shall not apply to the restoration 
requirements imposed on the Secretary of 
the Treasury (or the Executive Director re
ferred to in section 8438(g)(5) of title 5, Unit
ed States Code) with respect to amounts at
tributable to actions taken under subsection 
(j)(l) or (k) of section 8348, or section 
8438(g)(l), of such title before the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) RESTORATION REQUIREMENTS.-For pur
poses of paragraph (1), the term "restoration 

requirements" means the requirements im
posed by-

(A) paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) of subsection 
(j), and subsection (1)(1), of section 8348 of 
such title, and 

(B) paragraphs (2), (3), (4), and (5) of sub
section (g), and subsection (h)(l), of section 
8438 of such title. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 293, the 
amendments printed in the House re
port, 104-388, are adopted. 

The text of H.R. 2621, as amended, is 
as follows: 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material on the bill 
H.R. 2621. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, today the House is 

again debating H.R. 2621, a bill to en
force the public debt limit and to pro
tect the Social Security trust funds 
and other Federal trust funds and ac
counts invested in public debt obliga
tions. 

As everyone will recall, we have al
ready sent to the President two debt 
limit extensions, a long-term extension 
as part of the Balanced Budget Act, 
which he vetoed, and a short-term ex
tension which he vetoed on November 
13. Accompanying the short-term limit 
were the trust fund protections which 
are embodied in the bill that we are 
now considering. 

As a result of the President's veto of 
the debt limit, the administration took 
some extraordinary steps to avoid the 
legal debt ·limit that, to me, are very 
disturbing. On November 15, the Treas
ury gained access to $61.5 billion from 
the Civil Service Retirement trust fund 
and the G fund in the thrift savings ac
count. 

Recent public statements indicate 
that the Treasury can go through the 
end of January and perhaps into the 
first week of February before facing 
further debt constraints. However, it is 
not clear what move Treasury will next 
take to create further borrowing au
thority. 

H.R. 2621 would prevent the kind of 
steps that the Treasury has been un
dertaking. Quite simply, the bill re
quires Federal trust funds and similar 
accounts to be fully invested in Gov
ernment securities. Surplus income 
cannot be held in cash to avoid hitting 
the debt limit. 

Furthermore, funds cannot be 
disinvested unless it is done to pay au
thorized benefits. During a debt limit 
period, Social Security benefits and 
other benefits to individuals financed 
through the redeposition of U.S. securi
ties would be paid. 

Mr. Speaker, the amendment that 
was incorporated in the rule updates 
the legislation for the events that have 
occurred in the last few weeks. It 
would restore the Civil Service trust 
fund and G fund to their proper finan
cial levels for actions taken by the 
Secretary of the Treasury to date. This 
would be a one-time-only restoration, 
and Treasury's current authority to 
use this as a loophole around the debt 
limit would be repealed. 

Mr. Speaker, when the President ve
toed the short-term debt limit, he cited 
as one of his reasons the limitations it 
placed on Treasury's statutory power 
to manage the debt, but this argument 
between the two branches of Govern
ment is not about debt management. 
The power to borrow money on the 
credit of the United States is clearly a 
constitutional function of the U.S. 
Congress; whether this debate should 
be about controlling the level and 
growth of the debt burden on our chil
dren, and it is about balancing the 
budget. 
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It is also about controlling the run

away growth of Federal spending and 
the tax burden placed on working peo
ple in this country. 

On November 15, the Treasury used a 
Federal pension law intended to pro
tect retiree benefits to seriously weak
en the constitutional authority of the 
Congress of the United States. Even 
though it has not shown up on the offi
cial books to date, when the trust 
funds are automatically restored-and, 
Mr. Speaker, there is a legal obligation 
to restore these funds-the Nation will 
be $61 billion further in debt, without 
the Congress, the constitutional au
thority as the voice of the people, hav
ing acted upon it. This legal obligation 
to restore the disinvestment of these 
trust funds in fact is extra debt and ef
fectively pierces the debt ceiling. 

The U.S. Government cannot con
tinue to act like a spendthrift, that 
having reached its limit on its credit 
card, goes out and simply gets another 
credit card. Already we have handed 
our children the bill of $187 ,000 in their 
lifetimes just to pay the interest on 
the existing debt, and now the Sec
retary has incurred an additional li
ability already of $61 billion. That is 
why we must pass this law, using our 
constitutional authority to protect 
these children and the generations to 
come. 

But the young are not the only ones 
who should have an interest in this leg
islation. The Social Security trust 
funds, as I mentioned before, are not 
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legally protected from this kind of a 
manipulation already done to the other 
pension trust fund. The 43 million re
cipients who paid their taxes and rely 
on those benefits expect us to stand be
hind their investments. 

The administration says it will not 
use Social Security trust funds in the 
debt limit game, and we know that 
they have not yet touched the Social 
Security fund. But, make no doubt 
about it, this bill is the only way to le
gally protect Social Security from 
being raided during this or any future 
debt suspension period. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is both nec
essary and responsible. It takes back 
the Congress' constitutional right to 
determine the level of debt on the peo
ple of this country, it protects our sen
ior citizens' trust funds and benefits, 
and it closes the loophole the adminis
tration has used to increase the debt 
that every American must carry. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. · 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, in most of America this 
is a happy time of the year in which we 
are wishing each other good wishes, 
and I think we genuinely feel that. 

But in the 30-something years I have 
been here in Congress. I have noticed 
there is a propensity at this time of the 
year as Congress begins to close down 
for a little recess that it develops into 
the silly time. 

I know this is not the idea of the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]. The 
leadership over there farced him to 
this, in the most mismanaged session 
that I have ever seen in my congres
sional career. 

We have wasted more time this year 
on silly things that have never gone 
anyplace but have made a lot of fancy 
headlines for a brief day or so. But this 
continues on. 

No President in his right mind would 
ever sign this bill. Whether he be Dem
ocrat, Republican, Independent, or who 
done it, he would never sign this bill. 

I think it would behoove my Repub
lican friends to realize that power 
changes around this place, and maybe 
sometime in the future they may face 
a situation where they are in the White 
House and we are in control here in the 
Congress, and we get cantankerous like 
they have done on this debt ceiling 
thing and they have got no room to 
maneuver for the good of the country. 

I have never met anybody who really 
in their right mind wants to shut the 
Government down. I am not talking 
about just shutting down the Grand 
Canyon or the Washington Monument. 
I am talking about not paying the mili
tary, not paying the Social Security 
benefits. 

That is what could happen if this 
silly bill became law. None of the bills 

would be able to be paid. There would 
be financial chaos in the United States 
and in the world if we do not have the 
maneuver room that we have now got 
under the law. 

So this bill will never get out of the 
Senate, it will never become law, and 
we are wasting an hour here today be
cause if we did not waste an hour doing 
this, we would do something else silly 
around this place. That is the only rea
son. 

So, Mr. Speaker, the Social Security 
fund is safe. It has already been in
vaded twice to pay benefits. If we cut it 
off and do not allow them to invade it, 
and that is what this would do, to pay 
benefits, we are going to have checks 
bouncing just like that all over the 
United States, immediately. 

Everybody's check would bounce. 
The Government could not do a single 
thing. It could not pay the police, it 
could not pay the FBI, it could not pay 
the prison guards, it could not pay the 
FAA, the air traffic controllers. It just 
could not do anything. 

Now, none of you want to do that and 
I do not know why you go through this 
silly drill. It is never going to become 
law, and maybe you ought to get 
around to managing the time so that 
we could do something useful for the 
American public. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. COLLINS], a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I have said a number of 
times from this well and also in the 
Third District of Georgia that the 
greatest challenge to this Congress is 
the deficit, and the greatest threat to 
this Nation is the national debt, and 
the best and the most important re
sponsibility of this Congress is bal
ancing the budget. 

What we are doing here today is try
ing to prevent and stop the delay of 
balancing the budget. The process of 
using trust funds rather than disburse 
them into the accounts that they 
should be in is simply a way to bal
ance-budget dodge, and that is it in a 
nutshell. It is wrong. Those funds are 
deducted from employee checks, they 
are matched by taxpayers' money, and 
they should be deposited in the trust 
funds. Those dollars do not belong to 
the Federal Government or the Treas
ury any longer. Once they come out of 
a person's payroll check, they should 
go to the place of responsibility and 
that is the trust funds. 

We in the private sector, those of us 
who are in business and employ people, 
have to do the same thing. When we 
have funds that we deduct from an em
ployee's check, we have so many bank
ing days that we have to make a de
posit at the bank and those funds go 
into the Treasury and then supposedly 
into trust funds. The same thing 

should be required of the Treasury and 
the Federal Government. The Federal 
Government, the Treasury, should be 
required, also, to make those deposits 
within a short period of time and not 
use them to circumvent the process of 
balancing the people's books. 

Passage of this legislation will not 
completely stop the balanced-budget 
dodging, but it will sure help. It will 
sure help to protect those dollars that 
are deducted from the employees of 
this Government and from those who 
work for many other employers and 
have Social Security funds deducted 
from their paychecks. It is important 
that we pass this legislation. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in strong opposition to this bill. 
While it pretends to protect our var
ious Federal trust funds, in fact, by 
forcing a default on our national debt 
the bill virtually ensures that our So
cial Security beneficiaries and our civil 
service retirees will not be paid on 
time. 

This bill repeals the debt manage
ment tools given to the Secretary of 
the Treasury in 1986 and 1987. These 
tools were used by Secretary Rubin on 
November 15 to avoid a default. The 
bill also requires the Secretary to im
mediately invest all cash balances and 
incoming receipts for all trust funds, 
even if the debt limit would be ex
ceeded in doing so. This will force our 
Nation into default in a matter of days. 

While the bill makes a pretense of 
protecting our trust fund beneficiaries, 
in reality it would have exactly the op
posite result. Millions of citizens enti
tled to various kinds of payments 
would not be able to receive what they 
are owed. Military personnel, including 
our troops in Bosnia and around the 
world, would not get paid, nor would 
their support supplies be paid for. Med
icare and Medicaid recipients, food 
stamp recipients, and holders of Gov
ernment securities, many of whom ab
solutely rely on the timely delivery of 
their checks to survive, would be left 
waiting. 

In addition to these short-term im
pacts, forcing our Nation into default 
would have serious long-term financial 
implications. Investors will demand a 
risk premium to purchase future Gov
ernment debt, and disruption of normal 
borrowing procedures will result in 
delay costs, resulting in higher interest 
rates which will cost taxpayers billions 
of extra dollars annually. Virtually all 
interest rates are keyed to Treasury 
rates. If they go up, so will mortgage 
rates, and rates on consumer loans and 
personal loans and student loans. 

This bill is irresponsible and it is un
wise. We should defeat it. We should 
pass a clean temporary extension bill, 
as we have done at similar times in the 
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past and we should get on with the im
portant business of balancing the budg
et in a bipartisan manner. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. ENGLISH], a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, today we are going to at
tempt again to protect Social Security 
and other Federal trust funds during 
the budget negotiations by putting up 
a vote, hopefully a successful one, on 
this debt limit bill. 

For senior citizens in America, this 
is an absolutely key vote and one 
which everyone should watch. I lis
tened to the comments of my friend 
and distinguished colleague from Flor
ida. Let me suggest to him that no 
President in his right mind would veto 
this bill. This bill is timely. Because in 
the wake of the President's veto of 
prior debt limit legislation, the admin
istration took some extraordinary and 
disturbing steps to circumvent the 
legal debt limit. 

As our chairman noted, on November 
15, Treasury tapped into $61.5 billion 
from the civil service retirement trust 
fund and the G Fund in the Thrift Sav
ings Program. This raises chilling 
questions about where Treasury will 
look next to create further borrowing 
authority. 

Let us be clear on this. The President 
does not want to erect fire walls 
around these trust funds because he 
needs the assets in these accounts to 
get around the debt ceiling and resist 
serious budget negotiations. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2621 provides es
sential protections for Social Security 
and other trust funds now being raided 
by the Treasury to avoid the statutory 
debt limit. It restores public con
fidence in these retirement systems. 
This bill is both necessary and respon
sible. It reasserts Congress's constitu
tional right to determine the debt, it 
protects senior citizens' trust funds 
and benefits, and it closes the loophole 
that this administration has used to si
phon retirement assets in its posses
sion. 

This is not about cash management, 
Mr. Speaker. It is about the integrity 
of Social Security and the Federal re
tirement system and keeping faith 
with those who depend on them. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield. 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, in one 
sense I hesitate to speak on this be
cause this is such a ludicrous propo
sition. I do not know why you are pur
suing it. At a time when we should be 
talking responsibly, negotiating re
sponsibly on a bipartisan basis, you are 
playing games. 

Why are you doing it? So far you 
have not fooled anybody. Not a soul. 
You started this in Ways and Means. 

The Social Security trust funds are 
not being raided. You know that. It is 

just a falsehood. In your sentence you 
cleverly say raiding Social Security 
and other trust funds, or raiding other 
trust funds and Social Security. Social 
Security has not been touched. 

D 1200 
Mr. Speaker, the GAO said in a letter 

of December 12 our review of Treasury 
records show that between November 1, 
1995, and December 8, 1995, Treasury 
followed its normal investment and re
demption policies throughout trans
actions affecting the Social Security 
trust funds. 

So why are our colleagues doing this? 
If the Treasury had not used its ap
proach of a few weeks ago, then Social 
Security recipients would have been af
fected, and everybody else. Our col
leagues were saved from responsibility 
for default by the action of the Treas
ury Department, and now they are try
ing to shift blame to it. 

This bill is what risks immediate de
fault and financial chaos, so look. 
Maybe our colleagues are all going to 
vote kind of like robots for this. 
Maybe, like robots, they are going to 
come and vote for this, but I have to 
think that it is someplace in their 
mind, or other place, that they know 
this is an unwise move. 

As my colleagues know, it is time to 
stop this kind of antic. Hopefully we 
are on the eve of some serious negotia
tions. Everybody has announced they 
are going to start tomorrow in a more 
serious vein, and here, 24 hours before 
that, our colleagues bring up this cha
rade. They know it is wrong, they 
know it is not going to go anywhere. 
They are trying to gain a few political 
points at the last minute. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans are losing 
faith in their political antics. They 
have been losing credibility because of 
devices and tactics like this. 

It is time for serious bipartisan nego
tiations in the budget and the end of 
tactics like this. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to my 
friend from Michigan that one of the 
previous administrations back in 1985 
did indeed borrow from the Social Se
curity trust fund and was most se
verely criticized by the Democrat 
Party for having done so. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2V2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
BACHUS]. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] 
for yielding me the time, and, Mr. 
Speaker, this is serious business, and, 
as the gentleman from Florida said, 
this is the second time that we have at
tempted to protect the trust fund. The 
first time was back on August 1, 1986, 
and I would like to read an excerpt of 
a Senator's speech when we were try
ing to accomplish the same thing then 
that we are trying to do with this leg-

islation. By the way, that Senator was 
AL GoRE, and here is what he said 
about legislation almost identical to 
this legislation: 

Like the Social Security trust fund, the 
Civil Service Retirement and Disab111ty 
Fund ls a dedicated-dedicated let me 
stress-trust fund, and, as such, its assets 
may only be used to provide benefits to civil 
service retirees. The fund stands as a strong 
symbol of assurance that Federal employees' 
retirement benefits wm be paid when they 
are due. While employees may not fully un
derstand the arcane interactions of Federal 
financing, they do recognize when money 
they have contributed toward the financing 
of their retirement has been used in ways 
other than those intended or promised. It 
was right for them to take offense last year 
when the civil service fund was first tapped 
to keep the Nation solvent during the 1986 
debt ce111ng crises. 

Is this silly? Was it silly when it 
again happened this year when Sec
retary of the Treasury Robert Rubin 
reached into the civil service retire
ment fund and took out Treasury secu
rities bearing interest of almost $40 bil
lion and substituted them for an IOU? 
Was it silly when he took the entire 
proceeds, $21.5 billion of the G fund, 
and did not reinvest them? I do not 
think so. In fact, Mr. Speaker, Senator 
GoRE's statement 10 years ago remains 
the best, and let me close with a fur
ther quote by Senator GoRE. Ten years 
later this statement remains the best 
explanation of why we need this bill, 
and I quote: 

To insure the trust fund assets are used 
only for the purpose of the trust fund, not for 
general government obligations. 

As Senator GORE stated, it was right 
for Federal employees to take offense 
when the civil service retirement fund 
is used for political purposes. It is time 
for us to protect the trust fund and re
store congressional control over the 
Federal debt. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman will state his parliamentary in
quiry. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
have been informed in the past by the 
Parliamentarian that it was forbidden 
under rules of the House to quote di
rectly from a Member of the other 
body, or to refer to a Member of the 
other body, or to quote on this floor 
from speeches or pronouncements made 
by a Member of the other body. 

Mr. Speaker, I did not bring it up 
during the gentleman's recitation be
cause I think he did it in good faith, 
but that was what I was instructed by 
the Parliamentarian, and I would like 
to know if that is, in fact, the case. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
INGLIS of South Carolina). Members are 
permitted to quote former Members of 
the other body. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. So, further par
liamentary inquiry: 
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Then one may not quote anyone who 

is currently in office either by name or 
in terms of what they may have said or 
done? 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I certainly 
would be glad to, but I am making an 
inquiry of the Chair. 

Mr. BACHUS. As I said, then former 
Senator AL GORE. I did not refer to the 
fact that he is now the Vice President 
of the United States, although I do not 
think that would be inappropriate, but 
I think that the Speaker and other 
Members of this body understand that. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman would yield, I have a par
liamentary inquiry of the Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tlewoman will state her parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Ms. PELOSI. Is the Vice President 
not the President of the Senate? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Quoting 
the Vice President, who is the Presi
dent of the Senate, in his capacity as a 
former Member of the Senate is not 
necessarily out of order. 

Ms. PELOSI. So let us get this 
straight. 

A Member of this body; because we 
are all going to have to abide by this 
rule, so I want to make sure I under
stand it; we can quote a Member of the 
Senate as long as he is not a Member of 
the Senate any longer. Being President 
of the Senate, one is not a Member of 
the Senate? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will clarify for the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. PELOSI] the situa
tion as to quotations of current Mem
bers of the Senate by reading clause 1 
of rule XIV which permits: 
... quotations from Senate proceedings on 

a measure then under debate in the House 
and which are relevant to the making of leg
islative history establishing the meaning of 
that measure but may not include character
izations of Senate action or inaction, other 
references to individual Members of the Sen
ate, or other quotations from Senate pro
ceedings. 

So that is in pertinent part. 
Ms. PELOSI. So the Chair's clarifica

tion addresses the substance of re
marks. I thought the clarification that 
the Chair gave previously addressed 
who made the remarks, and that was a 
former Member of the Senate. The debt 
ceiling issue is a matter of discussion 
in the Senate of the United States. The 
Vice President is an ex officio Member. 
Not to be argumentative about it, but 
I think it should be clear how Members 
proceed in this debate because it is an 
issue that is discussed in the Senate, 
the Vice President is an ex officio 
Member of the Senate, so even though 
the gentleman was quoting from when 
he used to be a Member from Ten
nessee, on an issue then, that issue is 
recurring now. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield with this proviso, the Chair un-

derstand why I am asking the question. 
I have been forbidden to quote a Mem
ber of the other body with respect to 
legislation that is pending before us. 

Mr. BACHUS. Let me draw the dis
tinction, and I am not arguing over my 
colleague's ability to do that or not. 

I quoted a former Member. At that 
time, I said former Senator AL GoRE. I 
quoted from his speech on August 1, 
1986. I pointed out that it was an 
amendment which accomplishes the 
same thing that this legislation would 
do, and, if I can read my--

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I understand 
the motivation and am reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the 
gentlemen will suspend, the Chair 
would just advise Members that 
quotations of former Members of the 
Senate now serving as Vice President 
in their capacity as Senators are in 
order as long as they are not disparag
ing of that former Member of the other 
body. 

The Chair has responded to the in
quiry of the gentleman from Hawaii 
[Mr. ABERCROMBIE] and the inquiry of 
the gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI], and believes the matter is con
cluded. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Yes, it is, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, now that 
we have gotten that important decision 
made, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FLAKE]. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 2621 and to ask both 
parties to get together and start acting 
responsibly. Let us move on in the best 
interests of our constituents and move 
this process to the next level. 

Mr. Speaker, I will take this opportunity to 
express my opposition to H.R. 2621, and to 
state my disbelief that Congress is still locked 
in a political budget battle, and has taken 
measures to politicize the issue of extending 
the debt limit. Today, by attacking the integrity 
of Secretary Rubin, and voting on H.R. 2621, 
it seems that the majority wishes to hold the 
President hostage to its budget goals. 

I say that the majority seeks to hold the ad
ministration hostage, in that the clear effort 
today is to force the country to default on its 
obligations-for the first time in history. Let me 
remind my colleagues and the American pub
lic that if this bill were enacted, the Treasury 
would be prevented from raising funds, to 
meet daily U.S. obligations. Moreover, accord
ing to OMB, if the bill becomes law, we will 
default within days, if not hours. 

In a charade of protectionism, where the 
majority claims to protect the beneficiaries of 
various trust funds, the majority today will pre
cipitate default and orchestrate its own chorus 
of financial crisis. 

By handcuffing the Secretary, and reducing 
the number of tools lawfully at his disposal, 
the Republican charade will be exposed as 
follows: Millions of citizens entitled to various 
payments would not receive what they are 
owed. This would include: Medicare and Med-

icaid recipients; food stamp recipients; people 
entitled to Social Security; military and civilian 
employees; and Government suppliers of 
goods and services. 

I am sure that we will hear vigorous debate 
on both sides this morning, and we will ex
plore the Secretary's efforts to keep Congress 
informed of his actions to avoid default. But in 
closing, and as a Member who voted for the 
coalition budget, I urge my Democratic col
leagues to fully accept the fact we will adopt 
a balanced budget with reduced spending in 
programs that we cherish. Conversely, I urge 
my Republican colleagues to ease up on the 
radical and extreme tactics that only cause the 
administration to become more rigid in its po
sition. 

We are acting irresponsibly, and blackmail
ing our own constituents. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to this bill for a 
number of reasons; one, because it is 
superfluous. If, in fact, we do not know 
already, we should know that under 
current law the Social Security trust 
fund is protected, it is an entitlement, 
and when we had this debate once be
fore on November 15, the President 
came out and made a very definitive 
statement that he would not and would 
not at all take funds from the trust 
fund in this situation. 

But another reason I am against this, 
Mr. Speaker, is this is dangerous-type 
activity. It is one thing if we are going 
to disagree about how long to take to 
balance the budget, 7 or 8 years, or we 
are going to say something should be a 
block grant or it should be an entitle
ment, but we should not be fooling 
around with the debt ceiling. It is irre
sponsible. The country has never de
faulted and should, in fact, never de
fault, and what Mr. Rubin has done 
under law and what he is being asked 
now not to do is something that one of 
our former Treasurers, a good Treas
urer who had great financial expertise 
as well as understanding of the body 
politic, Mr. Baker who asked for this 
legislation so, in fact, that there was 
an impasse over the debt ceiling, he 
would have legislation to not go into 
default, and this is exactly what Mr. 
Rubin did a few weeks ago. Now, if we 
have this legislation pass and Mr. 
Rubin had to pay the $61 billion that 
has been drawn down from these trust 
funds, it would, in fact, automatically 
put us in default, and this is something 
we should not be taking in this fashion 
on this floor today. 

As the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
GIBBONS] said, this bill will probably 
not become law. There are saner minds 
in the Senate, and they will not act 
upon this. But what I worry about is 
that there is more and more people in 
this body on this side of the House that 
are willing, responsible people, to put 
forth this kind of legislation thinking 
that somebody else will save them, 
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that it will not go to the Senate, the 
President will veto it. We should not be 
having the world financial markets 
look at us and see us having a bill of 
this type on the floor, fooling around 
literally with default. Default is unac
ceptable, it should not happen, this bill 
should not pass, and we should go back 
to the business of government. People 
want Government to do their business. 
This is not what we should be doing. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH], 
who chairs the Task Force on the Debt 
Limit. 

D 1215 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak

er, I am taking the liberty to come to 
this microphone, if the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut would dialog with 
me. I am taking the liberty to come to 
this side of the aisle, because I would 
hope after the current, if you call it, fi
asco is done with, and we come to a 
time period after we have settled this 
dispute and hopefully come to a con
clusion on balancing the budget, how 
much control do we want to retain, re
gain for Congress? How much control 
over the authority given in title I of 
the Constitution, that says we have 
control over spending and borrowing, 
do we want to have a majority in Con
gress be able to control? 

To react to a statement that the gen
tlewoman from Connecticut made, 
there is nothing in law that protects 
the Social Security trust fund from the 
same kind of .disinvestment that was 
enacted on the civil service retirement 
trust fund on November 15. There are 
no changes in law between when dis
investment occurred in 1986, when a 
different administration disinvested 
the Social Security trust fund in 1986 
and used that as flexibility to play 
with the debt ceiling, than occurs 
today. So we have a. commitment by 
the Secretary that he does not intend 
to go into the Social Security trust 
fund for disinvestment. I will take him 
at his word, but eventually we must 
control the ability to not only control 
spending but to control how large this 
debt is going to be. 

Mr. Speaker, the debt of this country 
was increased $61 billion in one after
noon, if you compare that $61 billion to 
the fact that it took this country the 
first 160 years of its existence to mount 
this kind of a $60 billion debt, and then 
we expanded the debt load of this coun
try another $60 billion. 

There is no default that is going to 
occur under this bill. There are provi
sions in the rule that specifically re
late that what actions have taken 
place so far will not be under the sub-
ject of this law. . 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I 
would say to the gentleman from 

Michigan [Mr. SMITH], I have read his 
"Dear Colleagues" and they are very 
well thought out. A, we should have if 
you want, new legislation, and not be 
doing this in this way at this time. 
Also, as the gentleman knows and has 
said in your "Dear Colleagues", the 
Secretary of the Treasury is not au
thorized and therefore cannot do this. 
The gentleman knows that. 

The other thing, your last statement, 
what you said up to the last point was 
true, but what is not true is this legis
lation does in fact, if carried out, mak
ing the Treasury pay back the $61 bil
lion, would result in $61 billion above 
the debt limit and would result in de
fault. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. If the gen
tlewoman would yield, she should just 
read the rule, please. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with a certain de
gree of sadness that I rise and associate 
myself with the remarks of the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], 
who spoke. There are two ways, frank
ly, that the Government can be shut 
down, which seems to be the objective, 
frankly, of the Republican leadership 
in this House. One, of course, is not to 
pass appropriation bills or a continuing 
resolution in lieu of appropriation 
bills. That was done some days ago, 
and we shut down for the longest time 
in history, for 4 days. It cost the Amer
ican taxpayer between $650 million and 
$700 million. 

The other way of shutting down the 
Government, of course, is not to extend 
the debt limit. Every American ought 
to understand that the reason that we 
need to extend the debt limit is be
cause we have already voted in pre
vious Congresses, and indeed in this 
Congress, to spend money, more than 
we had coming in. Therefore, it is nec
essary to be responsible to borrow that 
money, but by law there is a limit. We 
periodically raise that limit. It really 
is, in my opinion, a non-issue, because 
the issue, really, is on spending. That 
is the debate we are having on the 
budget, the reconciliation bill. 

I want to say, Mr. Speaker, on the 
specific assertion of some who rise and 
say we want to protect Federal em
ployees on the disinvestment of the re
tirement funds, I do not pretend to be 
the only or the necessarily best advo
cate of Federal employees, but I frank
ly do not think there is anybody on 
this floor on either side of the aisle 
that cares more about Federal employ
ees or fights for their interests more 
than I do. They are not at risk. The law 
protects them. 

I have a letter, a notice from Alice 
Rivlin in response to my request, and 
she says, "Congress' failure to send the 
President acceptable legislation to 

raise the Federal debt limit, which is 
one way to shut down the Government, 
has forced Treasury Secretary Rubin to 
take extraordinary steps to avoid gov
ernment default." I do not think any
body in this Congress intends default. 
She goes on to say, "This action will in 
no away affect the benefits to which 
current and future retirees are enti
tled. The law requires currently that 
the Treasury Department automati
cally reimburse the trust funds for the 
full amount disinvested plus interest." 

Let us stop playing games. The 
American public does not appreciate it. 
We are all going to protect Social Se
curity. This administration is commit
ted to that. Social Security is not at 
risk. We all know that. Let us be re
sponsible. Let us lift the debt limit. 
Let us pass a CR and get on with the 
business of America. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS]. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Florida, for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, until the cows go home, 
that is how long the President and Sec
retary Rubin can run this place under 
our present situation, where they could 
use the term "disinvest" to · borrow 
from these trust funds, not only Social 
Security and Medicare and Medicaid, 
Federal employees' thrift savings ac
count, and others. So we do not want 
to do that. That is why we are passing 
this legislation. 

Another expert knowledgeable with 
this system, Louis Crandall of 
Wrightson & Company has said, "The 
creative accounting to which the Presi
dent and Secretary Rubin could resort 
could get them through for a couple of 
years." 

That is why this legislation is being 
put before us today. We need to address 
this problem directly with a balanced 
budget, my colleagues have mentioned 
that, rather than hiding further debt 
by borrowing from the seniors and 
other U.S. citizens who have paid their 
hard-earned dollars into these trust 
funds. 

We were not sent here to come up 
with creative accounting techniques, 
we were sent here to make the deci
sions that are best for the American 
people. A question I might pose for the 
people on that side of the aisle, as well 
as my side of the aisle: When Secretary 
Rubin disinvests, does that not add to 
the debt ceiling, which in a sense vio
lates the law that we have for the debt 
ceiling? I think that is a question we 
should ask and have that side of the 
aisle explain to us if he disinvests, 
using the pension funds from the Fed
eral employees, is he not in a sense 
putting up as collateral their pension 
funds and thereby borrowing against it, 
increasing the debt ceiling, even 
though Congress has not legislated to 
do that? I pose that question rhetori
cally. 
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Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 

this bill. Then we will not have to lis
ten to this side when we have a Repub
lican President complain, and then this 
side will not have to complain when we 
have a Democrat President. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York, [Mr. SCHUMER]. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been in this Chamber about 15 years. I 
have rarely seen a bill that is more 
bush league. I think what this bill 
shows is that the other side is just not 
ready for prime time. The bottom line 
is a simple one. If you simply wanted 
to protect Social Security, you would 
limit the bill to Social Security. You 
do not. We all know that the Social Se
curity trust fund will not be touched. 
We have had assurances to that effect, 
and no law specifically allows it to be 
touched. 

What we are doing here is trying to 
play chicke:n in a very childish, school 
yard-like way. They say, "let us tie 
Secretary Rubin's hands. Let us make 
default a little more likely. Then 
maybe, maybe, maybe this side will 
blink." You have been through it once 
~fore.Wearen~~n~n~n~~a 
bully-like tactic like this. 

I have found it just utterly amazing 
how irresponsible and how hypocritical 
this proposal is in light of the fact that 
the Speaker, the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. GINGRICH], used to warn last 
week in solemn tones that the stock 
markets will crash if we do not pass 
this budget; but on the other hand, he 
allows to the floor a proposal like this 
which makes default more likely. What 
kind of shenanigans are they? One 
week, we must not default, default is a 
danger. This week, pass legislation 
that makes default more likely. 

I think we are not getting straight 
answers. We are getting games. We are 
getting silliness. I would say that the 
attempts by my friend, the gentleman 
from Florida, to blame Secretary 
Rubin, blaming Secretary Rubin is like 
putting the hostage on trial for the 
crimes of the kidnappers. This whole 
thing is a puerile, childish attitude. It 
is sort of a group of people banging 
their fists on the table and saying, "Do 
it my way or I am going to threaten 
you." We will not be threatened. Let us 
get on with the business of this coun
try and solve the budget resolution. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, this bill is 
fraught with problems that we would 
only recognize if it were to be enacted. 
I trust it will never be enacted. 

Let me explain some of the specific 
problems. There are two sections. One 
does seem moot because the White 
House and the Congress both agree we 
ought not to be using Social Security 
trust funds. It really is not an issue, 
except that if we do go into default, I 

do not see how we can pay benefits to 
Social Security retirees or to Federal 
Government retirees. 

That goes to the fact that there is no 
way to give preferential status to Gov
ernment debt instruments to be able to 
determine whether some relate to the 
Social Security trust fund, some relate 
to the Federal Government, Federal re
tirees trust fund, and some are general 
Government debt obligations. There is 
no system to do that, so to obey the 
law we would have to reject all Federal 
debt instruments as they become due. 

The other section, the section that 
deals with the Federal retirement trust 
funds, is the biggest problem. I think it 
is important to bear in mind the con
text of this. This is legislation that 
was requested by the Reagan adminis
tration. It was signed into law by 
President Reagan because it was a pru
dent financial management instrument 
to ensure that we do not create chaos 
in the domestic and international fi
nancial markets. It is a way to manage 
the debt at a time of political crisis. 

We have a time of political crisis, 
even though the other side has in fact 
voted twice now to increase the debt 
ceiling. That is not at issue, that we 
need to increase the debt ceiling. The 
problem is that they want it attached 
to a 7-year balanced budget and other 
changes in other laws that are really 
not directly related to the debt ceiling. 

Mr. Speaker, if we were to pass this, 
we would immediately go into default. 
This $54 billion in Treasury bills that 
mature today, we would not be able to 
make good on those bills if this were 
law today. There is $58 billion on De
cember 21 and $36 billion on the 28th of 
December. We cannot pass this. It 
would be the most irresponsible thing 
we could do to the people of this coun
try, particularly those that own Treas
ury bills, Treasury notes, and Treasury 
bonds. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

For the previous speaker, the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN], I 
would point to the section of the bill 
starting on page 2 entitled "Protection 
of Benefits and Expenditures for Ad
ministrative Expenses," where it spe
-cifically provides that these expendi
tures will be taken care of and can be 
paid for: The Federal Old-Age and Sur
vivors Insurance Trust Fund, the Fed
eral Disability Insurance Trust Fund, 
the Civil Service Retirement and Dis
ability Fund, the Government Securi
ties Investment Fund, the Department 
of Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
the Unemployment Trust Fund, each of 
the railroad retirement funds and ac
counts, the Department of Defense 
Education Benefit Fund, the Post-Viet
nam Era Veterans Education Fund, and 
the Black Lung Disability Trust Fund. 
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Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I would, for 

the previous speaker from Virginia, 

[Mr. MORAN] point out the section of 
the bill starting on page 2. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Fort Lauderdale, FL 
[Mr. SHAW], for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, the Congress shall have 
the power to borrow money on the 
credit of the United States. Those 16 
words are article I, section 8, of the 
U.S. Constitution. So often around 
here we debate the interpretation of 
different provisions within the Con
stitution. Nothing could be clearer 
than that. 

The congressionally established debt 
ceiling is at $4.9 trillion. Approxi
mately a quarter of it is held in the 
form of nonmarketable government se
curities in Federal trust funds. The 
debt in these trust funds has always 
been counted under the statutory debt 
limit. 

Now, Congress has given the Sec
retary of the Treasury authority to 
temporarily turn nonmarketable secu
rities and the two Civil Service retire
ment funds into Federal IOU's during a 
short-term-and I underscore short
term-de bt limit impasse. The borrow
ing authority formerly occupied by 
those securities can then be used to 
sell marketable securities. 

Now, Secretary Rubin used this au
thority in mid-November to effectively 
raise the Federal debt limit by, as we 
all know, $61 billion. Now, the Sec
retary of the Treasury does not, does 
not have unlimited authority to tap 
trust funds. Past Treasury Secretaries 
have consistently held that this type of 
investment can be done only to the ex
tent necessary to pay the benefits owed 
by those trust funds during the period 
when there is a debt limit impasse. 

Secretary Rubin has already pushed 
the envelope by declaring an impasse 
of 1 year to generate $61 billion. That 
will provide borrowing authority 
through mid-February. The adminis
tration must come to a debt limit 
agreement with the Congress by then. 

To go beyond mid-February, Mr. 
Speaker, the administration would 
have to actively divest trust funds be
yond the level needed to pay benefits. 
There is no precedent, absolutely no 
precedent, for active divestment, and it 
is almost certainly illegal. 

This action would essentially repeal 
the debt limit law, opening up $1.1 tril
lion of new borrowing without congres
sional authority, .clearly violating arti
cle I, section 8. Should the administra
tion be willing to take this type of le
gally questionable action, we in the 
Congress have the responsibility to re
spond. 

This is a very balanced, fair measure 
that we have; I hope we can proceed 
with it. While the Treasury Secretary 
should have the flexibility needed to 
avoid a Federal default, pay interest to 
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Federal bondholders, and pay benefits 
to retirees during a short-term debt 
ceiling impasse, he does not have the 
authority to nullify the power of Con
gress to control the borrowing of 
money and set the Federal debt limit. 

While we hope that this is not the in
tent of the administrati.on, if it is, Con
gress will respond accordingly, and 
that is why we are here. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes and 20 seconds to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN]. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to come over 
and speak on this side of the aisle, be
cause this is the side of the aisle, the 
party, the so-called party of sound 
money, the so-called party of the gold 
standard, of tight credit,1 the so-called 
party of Wall Street; and yet the legis
lation that this party has brought to 
the floor is totally irresponsible and 
totally out of line with where this 
party has been. It displays either will
ful political gamesmanship or willful 
ignorance on the part of its pro
ponents. This bill will cause a default, 
a default that the markets will never 
forget. 

Yesterday we had the general counsel 
of the Federal National Mortgage Asso
ciation testifying on this issue, and the 
question was asked, if you had a de
fault on a mortgage, would you buy 
that mortgage? The answer, no, be
cause they would remember that de
fault. If we default on Treasuries, peo
ple will stop buying Treasuries and in
terest rates will go up, and everybody 
will pay for it. 

The Secretary of the Treasury testi
fied yesterday, if this bill goes into ef
fect and the debt ceiling is not raised, 
he will not be able to raise the funds to 
pay Social Security benefits. So the 
fact is that if we pass this bill, we will 
go into default and Social Security will 
not be protected; it will go into default 
too, as will Medicare, as will the Fed
eral pensions, as will the military pen
sions. All of that will be in default; 
people will not get their checks for sys
tems that they paid into. 

This bill is inconsistent with the ac
tions taken by a previous Republican 
Secretary of the Treasury, Jim Baker, 
and again, his general counsel testified 
to that fact yesterday. However, today, 
we are trying to evade the real issue at 
hand. Because my colleagues do not 
have the votes to pass their budget, 
they are going to try and throw the 
country into default. 

The Speaker said not long ago that it 
would be OK if we went for a while in 
default. There would not be an impact, 
and that is just simply not the case. It 
would be a detrimental effect to home
owners, to mortgage owners. 

Mr. Speaker, I am new to this House 
like the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
SMITH] is new to this House. When we 

first came here, one of the most impor
tant issues we had to deal with was the 
potential default of the Government of 
Mexico on Mexican treasury bonds. 
There are a number of Members in this 
House on both sides of the aisle who 
felt that the Mexican Government had 
put themselves in that position and we 
should not have anything to do with it. 

Well, here we are today and we are 
about to do the same thing to the Unit
ed States, and that is wrong. Shame on 
the party of Wall Street. Shame on the 
party of sound money. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 
seconds to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, I think it would behoove us to hope
fully one of these days have more ca
maraderie in trying to reach solutions. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish the gentleman 
would examine whatever research he 
might have undertaken to quote the 
Speaker as saying a default is OK for 
any period of time. That is not true. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. MICA]. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker and my col
leagues, the American people should 
know how bad our national indebted
ness situation has grown. To satisfy 
the insatiable appetite for expanding 
our $5 trillion debt, this administration 
is now robbing Federal retirement 
trust funds. Oh, yes, we promise to pay 
back grandma and grandpa, but is it 
not sad in fact that we have sunk to a 
new low, stealing from our senior citi
zens' rainy day account? 

As chairman of the House Sub
committee on Civil Service, let me tell 
you the irresponsible mess the new ma
jority inherited. Thirty-five of our Fed
eral pension funds have $1 trillion; it 
amounts to trillions of dollars in un
funded liabilities. In the private sector 
you would be arrested for running pen
sion funds in this fashion. 

The Federal Employees' Retirement 
trust fund that I oversee, this is just 
one of them, has an unfunded liability 
of $540 billion. Another $350 billion has 
already been raided from the current 
account. Now, Secretary Rubin tells 
us, he can cook the books and feed the 
debt until the end of January. . 

Today we must act responsibly. 
Today we must act to protect our 
dwindling retirement funds , and today 
we must begin to get our Nation's fi
nances and these retirement accounts 
in order. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. NEAL], with great pleas
ure. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, let us call this what it really 
is. This is an effort to precipitate a cri
sis in this institution. This is an effort 
to coerce the President of the United 
States and the Secretary of the Treas
ury into doing something that is pure
ly and simply bad public policy. 

What do Bill Simon, William Miller, 
Paul Volkmer and Alan Greenspan all 
have in common? They have suggested 
that this is bad public policy. They are 
unified on that principle. The gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH], 
however, is correct on one thing: What 
about some camaraderie in this House 
of Representatives? 

I recall when Nick Brady was the 
Secretary of the Treasury and the S&L 
crisis was around us. This kind of legis
lation was not proposed by an over
whelmingly Democratic majority in 
this institution. We did not attempt to 
tie the hands of the Secretary. We 
worked together in a bipartisan man
ner to shape a reasonable solution to 
the S&L issue. 

What is the answer today? Let us ex
tort from the Secretary of the Treas
ury what we have not been able to do 
with numbers in this institution. This 
is fundamentally flawed public policy. 

Mr. Speaker, let me move on to one 
other quick issue which is the steady 
erosion of congressional authority that 
this represents to manage the budget. 
That is the same group that believes 
we ought to do it through the line-item 
veto; we ought to turn that power over 
to the Executive. However, now, in this 
instance, we do not like short-term 
policy, so let us, under the cir
cumstances, attempt to tie the hands 
of the Secretary of the Treasury, from 
Alexander Hamilton to Douglas Dillon, 
to Brady, to Bentsen and to Rubin. 

This country has been well-served by 
the quality of people who have held 
that job. Secretary Rubin is on the 
right track in attempting to honor our 
obligations. That is the way that this 
country should be run, and we should 
not be moving down this road to poor 
public policy to solve a short-term po
litical problem. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. FOLEY]. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, this is about public re
sponsibility. This is about Congress' re
sponsibility to manage our debt. This 
card, my voting card that I insert in 
the machine as other Members do, runs 
up the national debt each time we do 
it. It borrows from our children, it bor
rows from our trust funds in order to 
make this government work, and we 
have done it year-in and year-out, ex
cessively. 

Our job as elected Members of Con
gress serving in this House is to bring 
fiscal sanity to this Nation, fiscal san
ity to the operations of this Govern
ment, much like every homeowner 
·does, much like every businessperson 
does. Balancing a checkbook is some
thing we all learn at a very early age. 
Maintaining adequate balances in our 
accounts is something we learn at a 
very early age. Only when you come to 
Congress do you forget that lesson and 
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suggest it is OK to insert this card and 
plunge this Nation deeper and deeper 
into debt. Mr. Speaker, $5 trillion deep 
we are now. 

H.R. 2621 provides a mechanism to 
bring us to reality, to focus on our Na
ti on 's problems, to bring fiscal re
straint to this House, to protect the 
trust funds, and let me emphasize that 
word: Trust funds. In God we trust. 
Trust funds. What we are establishing 
is a mechanism to once again restore 
trust to the people's money. 

Every Member of Congress has to re
alize that this card and the dollars we 
spend with this card are not our funds. 
We are entrusted to protect the funds 
of the American public. 

So I disagree with my colleagues and 
I urge passage and adoption. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. CARDIN]. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank my friend from Florida, Mr. Gm
BONS, for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that the view
ers who are listening and the people in 
the gallery that are listening are some
what confused about what this is all 
about. You would believe it is about 
protecting Social Security trust funds 
if you listen to what the Republicans 
are saying. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not what this is 
about. This is about putting additional 
leverage on the President in budget ne
gotiations; it is about causing the de
fault on our national debt. They claim 
it is not about causing default on our 
national debt, even though that is 
what this bill in fact does. 
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If you are concerned about protecting 

the Social Security trust fund, in the 
motion to recommit we will have 
something to speak about that. But I 
daresay that my Republican friends 
will vote against the motion to recom
mit because this is not about protect
ing the Social Security trust fund. You 
do not protect the Social Security 
trust fund or any other trust fund by 
putting the national debt default at 
risk. That is not how you protect the 
payments to our Social Security bene
ficiaries. During fiscal chaos, those 
who rely on the trust funds are at more 
risk, not less at risk. That is when we 
tend to do things that we later regret. 

So this is about trying to put addi
tional leverage on the President and on 
the Congress on dealing with the defi
cit, and this should not be the vehicle 
to do it. You do not put the debt of the 
Nation at risk and default, particularly 
when this debt limit has already been 
approved by the Republican leadership 
and the Members by previous votes of 
this House. You have already agreed on 
this debt limit. You have already spent 
this money. Now you have the audacity 
to come forward to say that we should 
not pay the bills that we have already 

incurred under the bills you have al
ready brought forward and the debt 
limit you have already approved. 

Let us act responsibly, let us defeat 
this bill. That is the best way we can 
protect the trust funds of this Nation. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the Committee on Ways and Means' 
legislation to protect the integrity of 
the trust funds and the budget process. 

I think it is very unfortunate that 
the administration's handling of the 
debt limit issue seems to be based more 
on partisan politics than on anything 
else. As two JEC reports released last 
month pointed out, in the period lead
ing to the veto, the administration 
sought to create the false impression 
that a veto of the debt limit would 
cause a default. That is very unfortu
nate. 

The first JEC report I released point
ed out that the President had already 
had a deferral process and rescission 
powers under the Impoundment Act al
ready in law. As reported by the Asso
ciated Press, on the other hand, while 
the administration was hyping an al
leged cash flow crisis, it was sending 
several hundred Federal workers to 
Disney World for a series of lavish con
ferences. These were issues that could 
have been dealt with in many other 
ways. 

The second JEC paper I released last 
month points out the whole default 
scare was a ruse concocted by the ad
ministration for partisan political pur
poses. The whole controversy was a 
carefully designed PR event. 

One of the more disturbing aspects of 
this episode was the fact that the pub
lic warnings of default made by a vari
ety of administration officials were 
based on false information. The admin.:. 
istration knew there would be no de
fault and that a variety of means were 
available to avoid it. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just conclude 
by saying that the whole episode only 
reinforces public doubts about the in
tegrity of Government officials. 

Mr. Speaker, the two JEC reports an 
article that I have made reference to 
are as follows: 
[From the Joint Economic Committee Staff 

Report, Nov. 7, 1995) 
THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION'S DEBT LIMIT 

CHARADE 

In recent weeks Clinton Administration of
ficials have offered a list of the disasters 
that would supposedly occur under the Re
publicans strategy on the debt limit. Treas
ury Secretary Rubin, White House chief of 
staff Panetta, and President Clinton himself 
have tried to portray the Republican posi
tion as irresponsible and "extreme," as if a 
rapidly growing national debt about to ex
ceed $4.9 trillion were responsible and mod
erate. Panetta has claimed the Republican 

position would "let the country go to hell 
and basically default." However, a review of 
the record suggests that the increasingly 
strident Administration rhetoric is a distrac
tion from real budget and debt management 
issues. 

The fundamental issue is that the Admin
istration opposes the Congressional policy to 
seriously curtail federal spending and debt 
growth, and would accept such a policy only 
under great pressure. According to CBO, the 
official budget submission of President Clin
ton did not greatly differ from the current 
services baseline, which would have per
mitted budget deficits to climb to $349 bil
lion by 2002, with $2 trillion added to the na
tional debt. Only after the Congressional 
budget process produced resolutions trim
ming over Sl trillion of federal spending and 
debt growth, did the President finally re
spond. 

Guided by a new political consultant, 
President Clinton made a belated statement 
outlining a sketchy plan purporting to bal
ance the budget over 10 years, but would in 
fact leave $200 b1llion deficits. This plan is 
difficult to view as a serious proposal, but 
appears to be an effort to deflect attention 
away from the official budget submission. 

The Administration has been equally inef
fective in addressing the approaching debt 
limit. This paper demonstrates that despite 
the Administration's purported concerns 
about the gravity of the Treasury's cash flow 
situation, available steps to delay reaching 
the debt limit and ease any interim problems 
have not been taken. 

ADMINISTRATION FAILURE TO USE DEFERRAL 
AND RESCISSION TO COUNTER CASH CRUNCH 

Under the Impoundment Control Act, as 
amended, Presidential deferrals are per
mitted "to provide for contingencies" or "to 
achieve savings made possible by or through 
changes in requirements or greater effi
ciency of operations," for administrative as 
opposed to policy reasons. Dealing with this 
severe cash flow problem would appear to be 
one of the "contingencies" covered under 
these provisions. Deferral could be used for 
several distinct purposes: conservation of re
sources to delay reaching the debt limit; ad
vance preparation of a plan to conserve cash 
becoming effective upon reaching the debt 
limit; and instrument of cash management 
for use after the debt limit was reached. 

The Impoundment Control Act also pro
vides for rescission, a procedure under which 
appropriated spending can be restrained by 
the President pending Congressional action. 
Under a Presidential rescission request, the 
President can freeze additional discretionary 
spending for 45 days without Congressional 
action; after this period expires Congress 
must approve the rescission or the funds are 
released. While the requirement for Congres
sional approval is somewhat restrictive in 
the longer run, rescission would be a way of 
conserving funds for at least 45 days'. As in 
the case of deferral, rescission can be viewed 
as a tool to delay or manage cash flow prob
lems resulting from reaching the debt limit. 

Instead, the Administration has raised the 
specter of a financial crisis and blamed it on 
Congress, even though such an event would 
be triggered by a Presidential veto. The Ad
ministration's actions to date confirm its op
position to a policy of fiscal restraint, and it 
has failed to take the actions needed to man
age possible consequences of a budget dis
agreement by deferring nonessential federal 
spending. 

The Administration description of the con
sequences of reaching the debt limit is also 
distorted. The Administration has attempted 
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to present the $4.9 trillion debt limit as a 
brick wall which the Federal Government 
will run into all at once, resulting in cata
strophic consequences that must be averted 
at all costs. However, these Administration 
arguments could be taken more seriously in 
the context of a real effort to manage the 
debt situation. This cannot be done with 
press releases, but with concrete actions 
taken to address the cash flow position of 
the Treasury. 

The real nature of the situation can be 
gauged by the extent to which the Adminis
tration has acted or planned to conserve 
cash by deferring or rescinding nonessential 
federal spending-but there has been no 
meaningful action to do so. A serious effort 
to defer some program spending until later 
in the fiscal year, or to rescind this spend
ing, would at least cushion any cash flow 
problem, and if timed appropriately, might 
avoid it. 

Clearly, the Administration's failure to 
conserve cash in the face of a major budget 
disagreement between two branches of gov
ernment would not be an effective way to re
duce cash flow problems. By fa111ng to act 
the Clinton Administration seems to have 
deliberately attempted to maximize any 
problems that could result from a cash flow 
squeeze. 

A sufficient portion of discretionary fed
eral spending could be deferred or rescinded 
until later in fiscal 1996 to delay and allevi
ate contingencies arising from the impend
ing debt limit. The later the Administration 
acts to defer or rescind spending. the more 
difficult it w111 be to manage the situation in 
the event of an impasse. However, it ls obvi
ous from the complete lack of action to date 
that the Administration ls not as interested 
in managing the finances of the government 
as in using them for partisan political advan
tage. It is true that the size of the deferrals 
or rescissions would be large and administra
t1 vely inconvenient, but it ls equally true 
that these measures could mean that the 
debt limit would not be reached as soon, and 
that any remaining cash flow problems 
would be less serious than they would other
wise be. 

The lack of any action or plans to slow fed
eral spending to defer and alleviate a situa
tion the Administration has sought to por
tray as a crisis raises questions about the 
credib111ty of the Administration's state
ments on the subject. Even if a late deferral 
or rescission could not entirely resolve a 
cash flow shortfall, it would at the very least 
make it less severe, and fac111tate its suc
cessful resolution by other means. In addi
tion, temporary disinvestment of one of the 
non-social security trust funds would provide 
yet another means of covering current obli
gations without dire consequences. The no
tion that reaching the debt limit means 
there is no alternative to immediate legal 
default is simply false, and can be viewed as 
an attempt to spread confusion and fear in 
support of the Administration's bargaining 
position in favor of higher deficit spending. 

A review of the cash flow position of the 
Treasury on a monthly basis shows that No
vember is typically a large deficit month. 
However, December is often nearly in bal
ance, while January is actually a surplus 
month. Thus strong and decisive actions by 
President Clinton to defer or rescind spend
ing could probably supply the needed funds 
to maintain essential federal programs for 
some time, and would make the situation 
much more manageable after the debt limit 
were reached. A Presidential deferral for ad
ministrative contingencies does not require 
Congressional action. 

In summary, while deferral or recession 
can be viewed as a means to delay and mini
mize the possible effects of reaching the debt 
limit, it is also appropriate to view deferral 
and rescission as potential means of address
ing cash flow issues after the debt limit is 
actually reached. Another option would be 
adoption of legislation authorizing the Ad
ministration to set priorities for managing 
the cash flow of the Treasury. as in H.R. 2098. 

DEBT LIMIT CLASH WOULD BE CAUSED BY 
PRESIDENTIAL VETO 

Administration officials have engaged in a 
series of noisy public relations events de
signed to create the impression that a veto 
of the debt limit would be the fault of Con
gress, and that the economic effects of this 
veto would be catastrophic. The Administra
tion has sought to portray its role as little 
more than an innocent bystander. It is true, 
of course, that continued deficit spending 
has created a situation in which the $4.9 tril
lion statutory debt limit is about to be 
reached. However, it is not true that a Presi
dential veto would be the fault of Congress. 
At issue is a disagreement in policy which 
may result in a Presidential veto; the re
sponsibility for a veto and its consequences 
must be borne by the executive branch. 

The Administration has made clear its 
preference for higher deficit spending and 
debt accumulation, along with a larger in
crease in the debt limit. This underlines the 
fact that what is at issue is a fundamental 
change in policy away from deficit spending 
and rapid increases in the national debt. 

CONCLUSION 

While loudly invoking the coming disaster, 
the Clinton Administration has undertaken 
no known steps to use the means completely 
under its own control to alleviate the situa
tion. Instead of deferring or rescinding funds 
to conserve cash in the face of what it por
trays as a crisis, the spending spigots have 
remained wide open for many weeks. If the 
situation is as dire as portrayed by the Ad
ministration, why has it completely failed to 
act? Moreover. if it later mismanages the 
debt situation in such a way as to create real 
problems, the major share of resulting prob
lems will be the Administration's failure to 
address the cash flow crunch when it could 
have done so. After months of complaints, 
the Administration cannot pretend to be sur
prised if a fiscal impasse does indeed occur. 

CHRISTOPHER FRENZE, 
Chief Economist to the Vice Chairman. 

[From the Joint Economic Committee 
Policy Analysis, Nov. 1995] 

THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION'S DEBT LIMIT 
CHARADE-PART II 

After weeks of histrionic Administration 
warnings about how failure to raise the debt 
limit would bring default and catastrophic 
economic consequences. President Clinton 
chose to veto the temporary debt limit In
crease. Failure to raise the debt limit would 
not trigger default because the Administra
tion had already identified the available 
means of managing the situation, despite Its 
repeated publlc warnings to the contrary. 
The Clinton Administration position was 
thus revealed as a political attempt to mis
lead Congress and the publlc based on finan
cial assumptions It knew to be false. 

As veteran political correspondent Donald 
Lambro observed five days before the debt 
llmlt was reached, a House JEC staff report 
had already pointed out that the "White 
House warnings of a default are a 'charade.• 
It concluded the president has plenty of au
thority to defer or slow down spending, or 

use cash assets such as pension fund reserves 
to meet debt payments." This report, the 
Cllnton Administration's Debt Limit Cha
rade, went on to point out that the Adminis
tration had fostered the situation by fa111ng 
to defer or rescind unnecessary discretionary 
spending to alleviate the situation. The re
port also emphasized that the Administra
tion's default ruse was a distraction from the 
central Issue: Republican Insistence on a bal
anced budget, as opposed to the Clinton Ad
ministration's preference for higher deficit 
spending and debt accumulation. 

Early In November It became evident that 
the White House's publlc posture was stiffen
ing as It prepared in advance for the Presi
dent's veto of the debt limit Increase. This 
even more aggressive attempt to heighten 
the crisis atmosphere was not a preparation 
for default, as It may have appeared to some 
at the time, but reflected the determination 
of Administration officials to maximize par
tisan political advantage from the fallout 
and confusion of the coming veto. 

The events of the last few days have made 
It clear that the Clinton Administration had 
prepared In advance to veto the debt limit 
and Continuing Resolution (CR) as the first 
media event of the 1996 election campaign. 
As one Clinton Administration official stat
ed on the front page of the New York Times, 
"'That's his re-election campaign,' an aide 
said. 'He's prepared to fight all winter on 
that line.•" This statement exposes the Clin
ton Administration strategy to foster and 
sharpen the confrontation over the veto of 
the debt limit and CR legislation to kick-off 
the President's re-election effort, and keep 
its opponents off balance. Initially the Ad
ministration had the upper hand because 
only it knew the exact timing and content of 
actions to be taken to evade the debt limit-
after distracting public opinion for months 
with disinformation about default. Once the 
focus returned to the central issue of deficit 
spending, the Administration's position 
started to erode. 

SECRETARY RUBIN'S RAID ON RETIREMENT 
FUNDS TRIGGERS ARMEY/SAXTON REQUEST 

On November 15, 1995, Treasury Secretary 
Robert Rubin announced his plan to 
disinvest the "G" fund of the federal em
ployee thrift plan, and the clvll service re
tirement plan, in order to create room under 
the debt ceiling for issuance of new debt. 
This circumvention of the debt limit essen
tially evades a constraint rooted in Article I 
of the Constitution which states: "The Con
gress shall have Power ... To borrow Money 
on the credit of the United States." The Sec
retary's actions permitted the issuance of 
over $60 billion of additional debt, enough to 
finance monthly federal deficits through 
January. Since January ls ordlnarlly a 
month In which the cash flow position of the 
treasury ls In surplus, It may be February, a 
large deficit month, before any additional 
action would be necessary. In any event, 
while the propriety and even legal! ty of this 
disinvestment activity ls doubtful, the 
amount of available funds are sufficient to 
finance monthly deficits for an extended pe
riod of time. 

In response, on November 17, House Major
ity Leader Dick Armey and JEC Vice-Chair
man Jim Saxton sent Secretary Rubin a let
ter requesting Information regarding when 
Treasury staff first examined the financing 
options presented by the retirement funds. 
Unfortunately, the Inflammatory public 
statements about default by Secretary 
Rubin, White House Chief of Staff Leon Pa
netta, and other Clinton Administration fig
ures had created the impression that there 
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was a deliberate attempt to disrupt the fi
nancial markets to undermine Administra
tion opponents. The documents requested of 
Rubin may help clarify whether there was a 
contradiction between what Clinton officials 
were publicly saying to Congress and the 
public, and what the Administration was pri
vately planning to do. 

The Administration documents received 
under this request suggest that plans for the 
disinvestment of the retirement funds have 
been underway for some time, and were not 
a last minute decision. In other words, the 
accessib111ty of the retirement funds had al
ready been identified and shared with "ap
propriate officials" in the Executive branch 
well before prominent Administration offi
cials claimed that a veto of the debt limit 
would lead to default. It is interesting to 
note that the critical document signed by 
Secretary Rubin triggering the disinvest
ment was typed without a date, which was 
only filled in by hand on the 15th of Novem
ber. 

THE CLINTON BUDGET 

The entire controversy over the debt limit 
arises from the preference of the Clinton Ad
ministration for higher deficit spending and 
debt accumulation. This was made clear in 
the detailed budget submission made by 
President Clinton last February. Only after 
the Congress acted in producing balanced 
budget plans did Clinton attempt to cover 
himself by releasing a sketchy outline of 
what he called a 10 year balanced budget 
plan, but what in fact would have left $200 
billion deficits. A review of the official budg
et submission clearly shows how unimpor
tant high deficit spending is to the Clinton 
Administration. 

The levels of deficit spending would hardly 
be affected under the official February Clin
ton budget submission. The Clinton budget 
recommended deficits growing to a level of 
$318 billion by 2002, with $2 trillion added to 
the national debt over the same period. The 
official February budget submission is a use
ful guide to what the Clinton Administration 
would regard as an appropriate level of defi
cit spending in the absence of a public rela
tions problem created by Congressional ac
tions to balance the budget. The upward tra
jectory of deficit spending under President 
Clinton's recommendation reflects the low 
priority this Administration has assigned to 
fiscal responsib111ty. 

CONCLUSION 

A review of the events leading up to the re
cent budget confrontation shows that the 
Clinton Administration carefully attempted 
to heighten the atmosphere of a default cri
sis, while privately laying a plan to evade 
the debt limit. The confrontation was a cha
rade intended to provide a convenient plat
form for the President's re-election cam
paign. Public statements made after the fact 
by Administration officials only confirm this 
dismal conclusion. 

CHRISTOPHER FRENZE, 
·Chief Economist to the Vice-Chairman. 

[From the Economist, Nov. 18, 1995] 
THE DEBT CEILING HUMBLED PROPHET 

Doomsday is a grave event. One does not 
simply reschedule it, therefore, without a 
good explanation. On November 15th-the 
supposed day of reckoning for America's 
debt-Robert Rubin, America's treasury sec
retary, laboured mightily to provide one. He 
was being sincere all along, you see, when he 
talked of a possible calamitous default on 
the federal government's debts; when he im
plored Republicans in Congress to raise the 

$4.9 trillion debt ceiling by that date, or else. 
It was only by a minor miracle, Mr. Rubin 
explained, that his Treasury Department had 
been able, temporarily, to avert disaster. 
And if Congress did not relent, the dread day 
would still come, probably sometime in early 
January. 

Financial markets reacted to the revised 
timing just as they had to the original one. 
They ignored it. Most bond traders know 
what Mr. Rubin and his Republican tormen
tors have known all along: that the Treasury 
is sitting on a pile of trust-fund assets that 
could enable it, if necessary, to hold out 
right through to the 1996 elections. 

The federal government administers about 
160 trust funds, with well over $1 trillion in 
assets, including the funds for Social Secu
rity and Medicare. Most of these are, strict
ly, off limits. The two exceptions are a pair 
of retirement funds for federal employees. In 
normal times, these two funds (like all the 
others) hold their assets in the form of spe
cial government bonds which, though they 
cannot be sold to the public, count officially 
as federal debt. By replacing these bonds 
with unofficial IOUs, the Treasury Depart
ment can magically free some room beneath 
the debt ceiling, allowing it to borrow more 
money from bond markets. 

On November 15th, Mr. Rubin did exactly 
that. First, he drained all $21.5 billion from 
the so-called G-Fund, a voluntary pension 
plan for federal employees. He then author
ized the Treasury to tap the Civil Service 
Retirement (CSR) fund, for a further $39.8 
billion. These two actions freed up enough 
cash to make a $25 billion interest payment 
on the government's debts, and to cover its 
other debt operations for the rest of the 
year. After that, Mr. Rubin claims, a genuine 
cash crunch will occur. But since the CSR 
fund is still sitting on another $300 billion in 
assets, this seems an empty threat. 

Even if Congress continues to play games 
with the debt ceiling, a default will occur 
only if someone successfully challenged Mr. 
Rubin's authority over the retirement funds. 
This is unlikely. For a start, few parties 
have an interest in doing battle. Republicans 
would take the blame if they succeeded in 
triggering a default. And federal employees 
would be unaffected by the Treasury's she
nanigans: by law, all their assets must be re
placed, with interest, once the cash crunch 
has passed. 

In any event, a legal challenge would be on 
shaky ground. In 1986, after a similar cash 
panic, Congress explicitly granted authority 
over the two funds to the treasury secretary 
to help him pay off debts. And although Mr. 
Rubin would have to issue a series of bizarre 
technical rulings to .... continue tapping the 
CSR fund, there does not appear to be any 
legal obstacle to his doing so. 

So Americans need not worry that their 
government will default, or that it will be 
prevented from borrowing more. They do, 
however, face a fate that may be almost as 
horrible: someday, the mountain of debt 
might actually have to be repaid. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii 
(Mr. ABERCROMBIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, 
those of our colleagues who are observ
ing and those in the gallery must think 
they are in a fantasy world, and I real
ly do think that we should not have 
been taking this time to deal with 
what obviously is expected by our Re
publican friends over here not to be 
passed, not to ever see the light of leg-

islative day, and yet they got up and 
said, "We are here to protect Social Se
curity. This is a key vote. Everyone 
should watch. We should not borrow 
from our children.'' 

I have here a copy of the Republican 
budget. I can tell you exactly what is 
going to happen. When the crocodile 
tears were shed over here about the $5.2 
trillion public debt, let me tell you 
what the Republican budget proposes 
for the year 2002, 7 years from now, $6.8 
trillion in public debt. I will tell you 
what the debt increase is going to be. 
It is going to be $300 billion this year, 
and it is going to be another $185 bil
lion in 2002. 

So where do you get off today, trying 
to stand up here and talk about what 
you are taking from your children and 
protecting the Social Security fund? 
The Republican budget calls for looting 
the Social Security trust fund of $636 
billion plus interest over the next 7 
years in the illusion that they are bal
ancing the budget. 

You intend to take from the Social 
Security revenues in order to pay for 
your budget over the next 7 years. To 
come to this floor today and say you 
are trying to protect it where the debt 
limit is concerned is the height of illu
sion. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. WATT]. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I really am glad that 
this is not a serious vote that we are 
about to take. My colleagues ought to 
be clear on that. Neither the Repub
licans nor the Democrats, I guess, ex
pect this bill to go anywhere. 

It was on the suspension calendar on 
November 14 or November 15. They did 
not expect it to go anywhere then. The 
reason for that is that everybody 
knows that this is an absolutely ut
terly irresponsible piece of legislation. 

The Secretary of Treasury yesterday 
appeared before a hearing, and I asked 
him pointblank, Mr. Secretary, what 
would have happened if this bill had 
passed on the suspension calendar on 
November 14 when it was originally 
voted on? Would the U.S. Government 
be in default today? 

And he told me in no uncertain 
terms, told all the Republicans and the 
Democrats, if this bill had passed on 
November 14 when we first voted on it, 
the U.S. Government would be in de
fault today and if it passes and be
comes law today, the U.S. Government 
will be in default tomorrow. 

So this is not about Social Security, 
it is not about budget, it is not about 
the President, it is not about our chil
dren. This is about the responsibility of 
our Nation for a debt. 

We talk about personal responsibil
ity. This is public responsibility we are 
talking about. We are talking about 
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our children, we want to set an exam
ple for them to pay their debts. That is 
what we want to set an example for. 
And this bill simply sets a terrible, ter
rible example for our children. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank the gen
tleman for yielding me the time first of 
alL It shows what a gentleman he is, 
because he knows I am going to vote 
against his position. But I also told 
him that I was going to tell the truth 
about this proposal. 

The truth of the matter is, and I just 
got off the phone with the Congres
sional Budget Office, that the Repub
lican budget for 1996 will borrow over 
$100 billion from the trust funds to dis
guise the true nature of the debt for 
the Republican budget for next year, 
which has recently been revised but as 
recently as just a couple of weeks ago 
was $296 billion. 

That is money we do not have. It is 
money that has to be borrowed. If we 
were not borrowing enough already, I 
will tell you how bad it is. In the 2 
minutes that the gentleman has grant
ed me to address this body, our Nation 
will spend Sl million on interest on the 
existing national debt. So that $296 bil
lion is added on top of that. 

So the so-called Balanced Budget 
Act, much ballyhooed in the ad in USA 
Today, is all a ruse. I am going to hit 
the Republican Party with a demand 
letter for the $1 million they promised 
to the first person who could disprove 
they had a balanced budget, because 
the Congressional Budget Office has 
just told us that the annual operating 
deficit first is over $180 billion of regu
lar funds, "nd then they are going to 
disguise anot her $100 billion by borrow
ing from the trust fund. 

The bill before us today is good pol
icy. The problem is they have no inten
tion of ever putting it into effect. That 
is a shame. It does not bode well for 
this body. It does not bode well for the 
people of the United States. But I hope 
that the people of the United States 
will insist that this is the type of be
havior that should not continue and 
that stealing from the trust fund, 
which is what is going on, has to cease. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. 
METCALF]. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, there 
has been a lot of talk about the debt 
limit. Of course, just to set the record 
straight, this is the permanent debt 
limit, the permanent debt limit that 
we raise every 2 or 3 years and have 
been for almost my whole lifetime. 

They talk about default on the na
tional debt and they worry about de
fault. Those are phony scare tactics 
and everybody knows that. As the Sec
retary of the Treasury was saying 

those things, he was planning to loot 
the retirement funds which he is now 
doing every day, looting them because 
he knew that that would not happen. 

I just want Members to think for a 
minute. What do the people in our dis
tricts think about this debt limit 
issue? How would they vote if they 
could vote here today? They still be
lieve that there is some sanity left in
side the beltway. They are not thrilled 
about the constant raising of the per
manent debt limit and I do not think 
they would vote for any further in
creases. 

I think we have to take a sound, 
careful look, think deeply on this issue 
and only when certain that we are on 
the track of a balanced budget, then we 
can carefully raise this debt limit, and 
if it is not for the last time, this Na
tion will probably not survive. If we 
can do it this time and only with a bal
anced budget in prospect, because this 
cannot go on forever. 

This is the whole purpose of this tre
mendous effort to balance the budget. 
It is absolutely essential, and we will 
do it. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
INGLIS of South Carolina). The gen
tleman from Florida is recognized for 
55 seconds. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, we have 
just wasted an hour around here. It has 
been kind of joyous on my part because 
if we had not been wasting time on 
this, we might have been doing some
thing bad around here. 

This is the most irresponsible piece 
of legislation I have ever seen. This is 
not like a couple of weeks ago when we 
closed down the Grand Canyon and the 
Washington Monument, laid off the 
nonessential people, whoever they may 
be. 

This just closes the whole place 
down, irrespective, the troops in 
Bosnia, the people that are guarding 
the Federal prisons, the FBI, the IRS. 
A lot of people would like to close 
them down. The whole place. You can
not honor any checks. No airplanes 
could fly. That is responsibility. 

This has got to be the stupidest thing 
I have ever seen in all my years here on 
this congressional floor. There is no 
mileage in closing this government 
down. It is like taking a bunch of bro
ken bottles and trying to juggle them. 
You are going to get cut every time 
you do it. 

If you do not like what the Secretary 
of the Treasury is doing, the courts are 
still open. Go sue him. But do not come 
here to the floor. He is not doing any
thing wrong. If he is doing anything 
wrong, why do we need to change the 
law? You have got plenty of remedies. 
Ask the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE]. He can tell you. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Florida is recognized for 
2112 minutes. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, we have had 
a long debate, a period of 1 hour. We 
have had speaker after speaker from 
the Democrat side to come down to the 
floor and say what my friend from 
Florida just said about we would not be 
able to pay the troops in Bosnia. 

We are not talking about closing 
down the taxing authority of this coun
try. We are not talking about stopping 
the other revenue flows that are al
ready in place coming into this coun
try. We are simply talking about one 
simple truth that I think we as Mem
bers of this body are duty bound to pro
tect. That is, the constitutional right 
which is reserved to this body and the 
Senate for expenditure of funds and for 
borrowing money. 

D 1300 
What we are trying to do here is to 

close a loophole, a loophole that has 
not been the exclusive domain of the 
Democrat administration. Previous Re
publican administrations have sought 
out and used this loophole, but this 
loophole circumvents the rights of this 
Congress. I am not going to sit by idly 
and watch us default on our debt. That 
is not what this argument is about. 
This argument is about can the admin
istration, do they have a loophole, and 
believe me. Constitutional scholars 
will debate this question, but this 
clears it up. They will not have the au
thority to circumvent the Constitution 
which very clearly provides that bor
rowing money and spending money is a 
prerogative of this Congress. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would ask all the 
Members to stand up for the rights of 
the Congress as set forth in the Con
stitution, close this loophole, vote 
"yes" on this most important bill. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I must rise in strong oppo
sition to H.R. 2621. I firmly believe that exist
ing law already protects the trust funds cov
ered by this legislation. In addition, there is 
clear evidence that this legislation would trig
ger a default on the U.S. Government's cur
rent debt obligations. Any suggestion that this 
type of action should be used in our ongoing 
budget negotiations is clearly ludicrous and 
grossly irresponsible. 

In all my experience in Congress, I have no 
doubt that this body has never considered a 
more important piece of legislation than bal
ancing our budget. However, I am deeply con
cerned about what I consider reckless talk, 
which may portend even more reckless action, 
on the debt ceiling. 

On November 15, the New York Times re
ported that European Central Bankers are in
creasingly alarmed by the prospect of a U.S. 
default. According to the Times "IBCA Ltd. of 
London, the leading European Credit-Rating 
agency, placed the United States on its rating 
watch listing for possible downgrading from its 
current AAA status." This action follows on the 
heels of a decision by Standard and Poors to 
issue a highly unusual warning to our Govern
ment that the faith of investors, and I quote, 
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"has to some degree, been diminished" by the 
threats of imminent default. 

In a recent letter to Speaker GINGRICH, I re
minded him that, as a student of the history of 
this great country, we have not defaulted on 
its financial obligations in 219 years in a man
ner which we seem to be heading toward. I 
submit that the full faith and credit of the Unit
ed States must not be jeopardized. Default 
could set off a chain of economic events, at 
home and abroad, that would undermine the 
safety and soundness of the world's financial 
markets. It would be irresponsible and cata
strophic for this Government to permit this. 

Therefore, as Republicans dedicated to fis
cal responsibility and protecting the economic 
future of our grandchildren, we must take the 
responsible action to increase the debt ceiling 
and not use the threat of default as a lever to 
force negotiations. What are we, a third world 
country? 

This having been said, I do have some res
ervations about dipping into the civil service 
retirement and disability fund, Government Se
curities investment fund as well as the Federal 
Employees Retirement System, despite Treas
ury's assertions that, and I quote, "the bene
ficiaries of-these funds-will suffer no ad
verse consequences whatsoever from these 
actions. There are appropriate questions to be 
asked today as well as one regarding the So
cial Security trust fund. 

Although there is precedent to take these 
actions, especially during the Reagan adminis
tration, it is sad that Treasury is being forced 
to invoke such extraordinary remedies to 
honor the existing obligations of the U.S. Gov
ernment. And I will tell you that these views 
are being voiced loud and clear by several 
economic experts that I truly respect and who 
have testified before the Financial Institutions 
Subcommittee, which I chair, particularly 
former Federal Reserve Chairman Paul 
Volcker, current Federal Reserve Chairman 
Alan Greenspan and Robert Hormats, the 
former Assistant Secretary of State for Eco
nomic Affairs in the Reagan administration 
and current vice chairman of Goldman Sachs. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2621, the Trust Fund 
Protection Act and commend the chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee for his and 
the committee's persistence in their patrolling 
of the financing schemes of this administra
tion. 

Let's be clear about what we are talking 
about. The United States ran up against the 
statutorily established debt limit in Novem
ber-in layman's terms, we run out of money 
to borrow on our credit line. At the time the 
administration claimed that not giving this 
Congress more credit would result in a disas
trous financial collapse in the markets. 

As predicted by many of those private citi
zens who actually spend their day-to-day time 
in the business of monitoring the securities 
and bonds markets, the market did not re
spond negatively. In fact the bond market 
soared to record heights anticipating that the 
Federal Government would actually reach a 
balanced budget agreement for the first time 
in over 26 years. 

By -not increasing the debt limit, it was 
hoped by Members of both parties who 
strongly support balancing the budget, that 

this perceived dilemma would help to get the 
administration to the bargaining table. 

This was not a game of Russian roulette or 
political gamesmanship as some have 
claimed. In fact, this was another demonstra
tion of how strongly the new majority in this 
Congress holds its principled position of bal
ancing the budget. We are morally obligated 
as well as politically obligated as the holders 
of the purse to bring about the goal of a bal
anced budget. 

However, those in the Clinton administration 
continue their waffling over their position on 
the balanced budget. Indeed their inconsist
ency in action on this point is one of the rea
sons we are here today. 

The day after the debt limit was reached 
and the Clinton administration ran out of 
money to spend on its pet projects, the Treas
ury Secretary defied all political and economic 
logic by dipping into the social security, mili
tary retirement, and civil service trust funds for 
a little more spending money. I am amazed 
that some Members on the other side of the 
aisle have actually come to the floor this 
morning claiming that there was nothing wrong 
with this practice. I strongly disagree and 
would contend that it amounts to parents dip
ping into their children's college tuition savings 
account to go to the movies over the week
end. Yes, there may be money available but 
no that money is going to have to be paid 
back with interest and yes that is an end-run 
around the debt limit. 

This bill before us today would stop these 
end-run shenanigans. It would put the man
agement of the Nation's securities back on top 
of the table, out in front so that everyone can 
see. It would outlaw this despicable attempt at 
defying the will of the branch of Government
Congress-tasked by the Founding Fathers 
with the responsibility for controlling the Na
tion's purse. 

H.R. 2126 would prevent the Treasury Sec
retary from pulling money out of the Social Se
curity trust funds, the civil service retirement 
fund, the military retirement fund, the unem
ployment trust fund, the railroad retirement 
fund, the black lung disability trust fund, and 
the defense education and post-Vietnam-era 
veterans education trust fund. Each of these 
are targeted with tax dollars for specific pur
poses and should remain intact so that the 
Government can stand behind its obligations. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would only ob
serve that from all the squawking and carrying 
on in Washington over the pains of balancing 
the budget some may get the impression that 
the Democrat party never heard all the 
squawking back home on main street America 
over the past 25 years when th!s Congress re
fused to balance the budget. 

Well my friends, its time to put up or shut 
up and Republicans were the first one's to put 
up a balanced budget and the American peo
ple have put up with Democrat political, fiscal 
and immoral shenanigans with the people's 
money long enough. 

Support the bill and balance the budget. 
Mr. WAITS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, arti

cle I, section 8 of the Constitution clearly 
states that it is the Congress who has the 
power ''to borrow money on the credit of the 
United States," not the President or the exec
utive branch. The problem that continues to 

trigger increases in the debt limit is the failure 
to balance the Federal budget. Balancing the 
budget is the first step in paying off the ever
mounting debts that have accumulated for fu-
ture generations. ~ 

Passing the Balanced Budget Act of 1995 
could be the best gift we ever give our chil
dren but this cannot be done without the 
President's help. We offered the President a 
balanced budget which included a raised debt 
ceiling but the President vetoed it. 

Instead of negotiating a balanced budget 
plan, the President permitted the Treasury to 
raid two Federal trust funds-taking a total of 
$61.3 billion from the Civil Service Retirement 
and Disability Fund and the Federal Employ
ees Thrift Savings Fund [G-fund]. By shifting 
these funds, the President bought more time 
to allow the Government to skirt the debt limit 
and avoid a default. 

While no one wants a default, disinvesting 
retirement funds to free up room under the 
debt ceiling circumvents the debt limit as well 
as Congress' role in authorizing Federal bor
rowing. Moreover it allows the administration 
to avoid having to change its spending hab
its-a change which the American people 
have demanded. 

The administration says that those funds will 
be repaid with interest but that interest is 
going to have to come from somewhere. 
Every dollar the administration removes from 
the trust funds can then be spent by issuing 
new debt to the public. Again, we are left with 
another Government bill with more interest 
payments at taxpayers' expense. 

To better envision the significance of the 
debt limit and balancing the budget, I like to 
use the analogy of a credit care limit. When 
one has spent one's maximum spending/credit 
limit, one cannot keep on spending. Instead, 
one must take steps to balance his or her 
budget so that the output does not exceed the 
input. In other words they must change their 
spending habits. 

Living within one's means is the financial re
ality that individual Americans confront every
day. People cannot simply keep calling the 
credit card company asking it to raise their 
credit limit. That is essentially what the admin
istration wants this Congress to do. It wants 
Congress to raise its credit limit or the debt 
ceiling without any strategy for paying off its 
debt. 

Balancing the budget is a step in the right 
direction; it diminishes the continuing need for 
having the debt or borrowing level raised. The 
Federal debt or credit card bill is now about $5 
trillion, and that does not include the interest. 
The fiscal year 1996 budget estimates that the 
U.S. Government will spend about $256 billion 
in 1996, or about 16 percent of the budget, 
just to pay the interest on this debt. 

H.R. 2621 is a bill to enforce the public debt 
limit and to protect the Social Security and 
other Federal trust funds. It ends the debt-ceil
ing smoke and mirrors. With the $21 billion in 
the G-fund, $365 billion in the Social Security 
Retirement Fund, $143 billion in the Medicare 
Trust Fund, and $483 billion in the Social Se
curity Trust Fund, there is money for the ad
ministration to disinvest and build up more and 
more debt with more and more interest pay
ments thereby sidestepping the Constitution. 
This bill ensures what the Constitution says 
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about the authority to issue debt-Congress is 
vested with the "Power ... To borrow Money 
on the Credit of the United States." 

The reason we are having this current con
frontation in Washington is not simply over 
how the Government keeps its books, or when 
we reach a balanced budget. The true con
frontation is changing the way Government 
operates. We are in the midst of a revolution 
as dramatic as Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal 
and its expansion of Government into every 
aspect of our lives. The question is whether 
we will have more Governmental control over 
our lives, higher taxes, more borrowing, and 
more interest payments, or whether we will go 
back to what made this country great-a f ru
gal Government and individual responsibility. I 
agree with the views Thomas Jefferson ex
pressed in his letter to Elbridge Gerry nearly 
200 years ago-"I am for a goyernment rigor
ously frugal and simple, applying all the pos
sible savings of the public revenue to the dis
charge of the national debt; and not for a mul
tiplication of officers and salaries merely to 
make partisans, and for increasing, by every 
device, the public debt, on the principle of its 
being a public blessing." 

H.R. 2621 not only protects our retirement 
funds from senseless and expensive manipu
lation, it sends the President a clear message 
that the American public and this Congress is 
serious about balancing the budget. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, if enacted, this bill 
would cause the immediate default of the Unit
ed States. 

Instead of protecting Social Security pay
ments, it would delay January's benefit 
checks. January's Social Security checks 
could not be paid until enough tax revenues 
came in to pay all pervious unpaid Govern
ment checks which we defaulted on in Decem
ber upon enactment of this bill. For the Na
tion's lower income seniors and disabled, Jan
uary would be a cold and frightening month. 

If we have immediate default, people who 
seek to cash their savings bonds will be told 
to wait. Families that have bought savings 
bonds-as we have begged them to do-to 
save for January college tuitions would be in 
limbo. 

Why? Because the Republicans are insist
ing on a budget bill that includes massive tax 
breaks for the very upper income. 

Retroactive capital gains breaks will provide 
billions to the very wealthiest in our society, 
while we create delays and uncertainty for 
those dependent on retirement checks. 

The wealthiest 1 percent will get an average 
$90,000 in estate tax relief-while millions will 
be told that we can't cash their savings bonds 
on Social Security checks. 

The top 1 percent of families, whose income 
averages $651,274, will receive $8,231 in tax 
breaks in the year 2002 under their tax bill
but the Republican majority will default on this 
winter's earned income tax credits. 

Default would be a stain on this Nation's 
220 year financial history. The Republican 
budget priorities-making the rich richer and 
the poor poorer-are a stain on our Nation's 
moral history. 

Please defeat this terribly disruptive bill. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 

of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

INGLIS of South Carolina). Pursuant to 

House Resolution 293, the previous 
question is ordered on the bill as 
amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time! 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. GIBBONS 

Mr. GIBBONS. I offer a motion to re
commit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. GIBBONS. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. GIBBONS moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 2621 to the Committee on Ways and 
Means with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the follow
ing amendment: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. CONTINUATION OF REDEMPI'ION 

AND INVESTMENT POLICIES. 
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS.-The 

Secretary of the Treasury-
(!) may use the social security trust funds 

only for purposes of paying social security 
benefits as he did in December 1995 when he 
followed the normal redemption and invest
ment policies used to pay social security 
benefits by redeeming-

(A) on December 1, 1995, $16.8 billion in se
curities to pay direct-deposit social security 
benefits, and 

(B) on December 6 and 7, 1995, $9.4 billion to 
pay social security benefits paid by check, 
and 

(2) shall continue the investment policies 
that he has followed since the debt ceiling 
crisis began in November 1995 by continuing 
to invest social security receipts in the so
cial security trust funds following his nor
mal procedures. 

(b) CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT FUNDS.-As 
required by subsections (j), (k), and (1) of sec
tion 8348 of title 5, United States Code, and 
subsections (g) and (h) of section 8438 of such 
title, the Secretary of the Treasury may uti
lize the civil service retirement funds to 
avoid Government default in times of a 
forced debt ceiling crisis, and shall restore 
those funds fully, including interest, as re
quired by those subsections. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] for 5 minutes in 
support of his motion to recommit. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I think 
everybody realizes we got a charade 
going on down here today, and this mo
tion to recommit just says what should 
be done and what the current law is on 
this, and it pays tribute to the Sec
retary of the Treasury for having fol
lowed faithfully the laws that the Con
gress has provided for him in this debt 
management procedure that is going 
through with it. The Secretary of the 
Treasury is a very honest, responsible, 
and honorable man, and he has used 
the law, as we have provided for him to 
do, in the circumstances that he found 
himself in. 

Mr. Speaker, this is just an attempt 
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 

GINGRICH] and company, the Speaker 
and company, to force the President 
and the Congress to do something that 
they have not got the political author
ity to do: to make a bad deal. 

Everybody knows that this balanced 
budget that we hear so much about is 
being balanced on the backs of the chil
dren of the United States, of the sick, 
of the poor, of the aged, and that is not 
the proper way to do it. We need to bal
ance the budget, but we do not need to 
pick out the victims as our Republican 
friends have. 

No amount of talk here, no amount 
of obfuscation on this floor, can dis
guise the fact that, while a balanced 
budget is desirable, the manner in 
which it is being balanced is just not 
the American way to do it. We have al
ways been mindful of the needs of oth
ers, we have always realized that some 
people are not born in life as fortunate 
as others, and we have tried to com
pensate that and make sure that Amer
ica is not only brave, and honest, and 
true, but is humane, and I regret that 
the Republican leadership has put this 
Congress in a position of trying to do 
something that it should not naturally 
do. 

The President is not going to · be 
blackmailed by this kind of shenani
gans. No President in his right mind 
would ever sign this bill, it will prob
ably never get out of the other body, 
and we have wasted another couple of 
hours here talking about it. 

But who knows? We may have done 
something worse had we not been on 
this matter for so long. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op
position to the motion to recommit of
fered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. GIBBONS]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, a motion to 
recommit simply legitimizes what is 
going on now. Let me read for my col
leagues a provision, and I, as a lawyer, 
have never read this in the law, any
thing that is drafted such as this. It 
says: 

The Treasury shall continue the invest
ment policy that he has followed since the 
debt-ceiling crisis began in November of 1995 
by continuing to invest Social Security re
ceipts in the Social Security trust fund fol
lowing his normal procedures. 

Now can my colleagues imagine try
ing to unravel that 15-20 years from 
now, about going back and seeing what 
one Secretary of the Treasury was 
doing. It personalizes the existing 
Treasurer into law. I have never seen 
that happen before. 

Then I would say particularly to my 
friends from Maryland and from Vir
ginia this is something they should 
look at very, very cautiously. We have 
continued to see, and these particular 
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Members, as well as the Delegate from 
the District of Columbia, come to this 
floor and protect Federal employees. 
Federal employees should be off ended 
by this motion to recommit because it 
simply says that the Federal retire
ment fund now becomes a piggy bank 
that the Treasurer can dip into as he 
sees fit. 

Do not take my word for it. Read 
page 2 of the bill which says the civil 
service retirement fund, and it just 
goes a very short paragraph, and there 
is no way that these Members, or any 
of us that are concerned about Federal 
retirees, that we could possibly vote 
for this motion to recommit. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the ger,tleman from 
Alabama [Mr. BACHUS]. 

Mr. BACHUS. I thank the gentleman 
from Florida for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, this motion to recom
mit ought to take our colleagues' 
breath away. It is an incredible pro
posal. First of all, it attacks Social Se
curity. While claiming to protect So
cial Security, it, in fact, condones the 
status quo which threatens Social Se
curity. 

Every day in America, Mr. Speaker, 
we pay Social Security, and it comes to 
the Treasury, not to the Social Secu
rity fund, and then the Secretary fund, 
and then the Secretary of the Treasury 
forwards it on. He could conceivably 
keep it overnight, and then invest it in 
the Social Security fund. What if he is 
up against the cap? Could he keep it a 
few days or a week? Could he keep it a 
month to pay beneficiaries and not in
vest it? Could he underinvest it? In the 
1980's the Secretary of the Treasury ac
tually disinvested funds in the Social 
Security account, and he can legally do 
so again. This motion to recommit 
does not address those vulnerabilities. 

Mr. Speaker, we are right now rely
ing on President Clinton saying, "I'm 
not going to disinvest or underinvest 
the Social Security fund. Trust me." 
Secretary Rubin says the same thing. 
Yesterday, before our committee he 
said in effect, "You can count on the 
President. He's given you his word. He 
won't mess with the Social Security 
fund." In other words, "You can trust 
the President. We won't go after Social 
Security.'' 

What do all these promises tell us? It 
tells us that we are relying on just 
that: promises. "Trust me." We don't 
need to rely on promises. The Amer
ican people don't need to rely on politi
cal promises to protect Social Secu
rity. Instead what we need is legisla
tion which says, "No, it is a trust fund. 
It ought to go into the fund, and it 
ought to stay in the fund, and the fund 
should be fully invested." That's what 
we need. Not promises and assurances 
but a legal requirement and that's 
what this legislation gives us. On the 
other hand, this motion to recommit 
gives us no legal safeguard, only assur-

ance that the President and the sec
retary's current policies and promises 
to protect Social Security will be con
tinued. 

I cannot believe that my colleagues 
would present this motion to recommit 
as an attempt to protect Social Secu
rity, and ask that this legislation be 
recommitted to protect Social Secu
rity. What is even more astonishing is 
what they have actually put in writing 
in this motion to recommit. The:1''actu
ally have written in words in this mo
tion to recommit that they are going 
to allow the Secretary of Treasury to 
continue his current policies. Policies 
which have led him to disinvest more 
than $39 billion of the Civil Service Re
tirement Fund. Policies which have al
lowed him not to reinvest the entire 
$21.5 billion voluntary pension fund. 
Policies which Wall Street Journal 
yesterday reported will allow him-and 
he actually proposes to-delay the pay
ment of $14.5 billion in interest due the 
Civil Service Retirement Fund. Poli
cies have allowed and will allow the 
Secretary of Treasury to substitute 
IOU's for interest-bearing treasury se
curities. That is incredible. Not only 
that, this motion to recommit actually 
puts the stamp of approval on all these 
activities. It says that the Secretary of 
Treasury can continue to use Civil 
Service Retirement funds to pay the 
obligations of government. It is right 
here in the motion to recommit. The 
motion actually has the courage to say 
that. 

By inference, this motion to recom
mit says something else. While claim
ing to protect Social Security, not 
doing so, it also says in effect, that 
with the other trust funds. We are 
going at them full-speed. We are going 
to let the Secretary of Treasury "have 
at them" with no protection whatso
ever for the other trust funds. We are 
going to let him continue to take 
money out of the Civil Service trust 
funds and substitute IOU's. 

No protection for the other trust 
funds. Have at them, as for the Wall 
Street Journal article saying he is not 
going to pay interest due to the Civil 
Service Retirement fund at year-end, 
this motion to recommit says, "Fine. 
That's okay. We are going to continue 
to let you keep not paying interest." 
I've heard reports that the Treasury 
has looked at the Postal fund as a 
source of addressing the debt ceiling. 
This motion to recommit says, "Have 
at the Postal fund." How about the 
Bank Insurance fund? Are they looking 
at that fund? Little old ladies CD's 
down at the bank. They think they are 
federally insured. They trust there is a 
federal insurance backed up by a trust 
fund that will make any losses good. 
What do we say about the Bank Insur
ance fund if Treasury decides to go 
after it? This motion to recommit says, 
"Go to it. Have at it." 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation says a 
trust fund is just that. The people that 

deposit their money in the fund trust 
you not to take it out. They make pay
ments to that fund and they trust you 
to put it in. That's the "trust." Sec
ond, it is a fund, not an IOU. A trust 
fund. This motion to recommit says 
this about the trust fund, "No trust 
and no funds.'' And for all this under
investment, raids, IOU's, accounting 
entries and gimmicks, keep on keeping 
on. This motion to recommit puts a big 
seal of approval on all this chicanery. 
Vote against this motion to recommit 
and for the underlying legislation. 
Vote for trust funds which have both 
trust and funds. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, in closing I 
would say to all of my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle let us not dele
gate our authority given to us by the 
Constitution to this administration or 
to future administrations. Vote no on 
the motion to recommit and yes on the 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently, a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 5 
of rule XV, the Chair announces that 
he will reduce to a minimum of 5 min
utes the period of time within which a 
vote by electronic device, if ordered, 
will be taken on the question of pas
sage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 190, nays 
229, not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 861) 
YEAS-190 

Abercrombie Clay Doyle 
Ackerman Clayton Durbin 
Andrews Clement Edwards 
Baesler Clyburn Engel 
Baldacci Coleman Eshoo 
Barela Coll1ns (IL) Evans 
Barrett (WI) Coll1ns (Ml) Farr 
Becerra Condit Fattah 
Betlenson Conyers Fazto 
Bentsen Costello Fields (LA) 
Berman Coyne Ftlner 
Bevtll Cramer Flake 
Bishop Danner Fogltetta 
Bontor de la Garza Ford 
Borski DeFazto Frank (MA) 
Brewster DeLauro Frost 
Browder Dell urns Furse 
Brown (CA) Deutsch GeJdenson 
Brown (FL) Dicks Gephardt 
Brown (OH) Dingell Geren 
Bryant (TX) Dixon Gibbons 
Cardin Doggett Gonzalez 
Chapman Dooley Gordon 
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Green McCarthy Sabo Neumann Salmon Taylor(NC) Franks (CT) Latham Rohrabacher 
Gutierrez McDermott Sanders Ney Sanford Thomas Franks (NJ) LaTourette Roth 
Hall(OH) McHale Sawyer Norwood Saxton Thornberry Frel1nghuysen Laughltn Royce 
Hall(TX) McNulty Schroeder Nussle Scarborough Ttahrt Fr Isa Lazio Salmon 
Hamilton Meehan Schumer Oxley Schaefer Torktldsen Funderburk Leach Sanford 
Hastings (FL) Meek Scott Packard Schiff Traflcant Gallegly Lewis (KY) Saxton 
Hefner Menendez Serrano Parker Seastrand Upton Ganske Lightfoot Scarborough 
H1lllard Mtller (CA) Slslsky Paxon Sensenbrenner Vucanovich Gekas Ltnder Schaefer 
Hinchey Minge Skaggs Petri Shad egg Walker Gilchrest Livingston Schiff 
Holden Mink Skelton Pombo Shaw Walsh Gtllmor LoBiondo Seastrand 
Hoyer Moakley Slaughter Porter Shays Wamp Gtlman Longley Sensenbrenner 
Jackson-Lee Mollohan Spratt Portman Shuster Watts (OK) Goodlatte Lucas Shadegg 

(TX) Montgomery Stark Pryce Skeen Weldon (FL) Good Ung Manzullo Shaw 
Jacobs Moran Stenholm Qutllen Smith (Ml) Weldon (PA) Goss Martini Shays 
Jefferson Murtha Stokes Quinn Smith (NJ) Weller Graham McColl um Shuster 
Johnson (SD) Nadler Studds Radanovich Smith(TX) White Greenwood McCrery Skeen 
Johnson, E.B. Neal Stupak Ramstad Smith (WA) Whitfleld Gunderson Mc Dade Smith(MI) 
Johnston Obecs_tar Tanner Regula Solomon Wicker Gutknecht McHugh Smith (NJ) 
KanJorski Obey Taylor(MS) Riggs Souder Wolf Hall(TX) Mcintosh Smith(TX) 
Kaptur Olver Tejeda Roberts Stearns Young (AK) Hancock McKean Smith(WA) 
Kennedy (MA) Ortiz Thompson Roemer Stockman Young (FL) Hastert Metcalf Solomon 
Kennedy (RI) Orton Thornton Rogers Stump Zel1ff Hastings (WA) Meyers Souder 
Kennelly Pallone Thurman Rohrabacher Talent Zimmer Hayes Mica Spence 
Ktldee Pastor Torres Roth Tate Hayworth Mtller (FL) Stearns 
Kleczka Payne (NJ) Torricelli Royce Tauzin Hefley Molinari Stockman 
Kl1nk Payne (VA) Towns 

NOT VOTING-13 
Heineman Montgomery Stump 

LaFalce Pelosi Velazquez Herger Moorhead Talent 
Lantos Peterson (FL) Vento Boucher McKinney Tucker Hilleary Morella Tate 
Levin Peterson (MN) Visclosky Emerson Mfume Waldholtz Hobson Myers Tauzin 
Lewis (GA) Pickett Volkmer Hansen Owens Wilson Hoekstra Myrick Taylor (MS) 
Lincoln Pomeroy Ward Harman Ros-Lehtinen Hoke Nethercutt Taylor(NC) 
Lipinski Poshard Waters Mcinnis Spence Holden Neumann Thornberry 
Lofgren Rahall Watt (NC) Horn Ney Ttahrt 
Lowey Rangel Waxman Hostettler Norwood Torktldsen 
Luther Reed Williams D 1329 Houghton Nussle Traflcant 
Maloney Richardson Wise Messrs. MAN ZULLO, CHRISTEN- Hunter Oxley Upton 
Manton Rivers woci1sey Hutchinson Packard Vucanovich 
Markey Rose Wyden SEN, and ROEMER changed their vote Hyde Parker Walker 
Martinez Roukema Wynn from "yea" to "nay." Inglis Paxon Walsh 
Mascara Roybal-Allard Yates Messrs. KLECZKA, VENTO, HALL of Is took Peterson (MN) Wamp 
Matsui Rush Texas, and LAFALCE changed their Johnson (CT) Petri Watts (OK) 

Johnson (SD) Pombo Weldon (FL) 

NAYS-229 vote from "nay" to "yea." Johnson. Sam Porter Weldon (PA) 
So the motion to recommit was re- Jones Portman Weller 

Allard Deal Horn jected. Kasi ch Pryce White 
Archer De Lay Hostettler Kelly Quillen Wh1tf1eld 
Armey Dtaz-Balart Houghton The result of the vote was announced Ktm Quinn Wicker 
Bachus Dickey Hunter as above recorded. King Radanovich Wolf 
Baker (CA) Dool1ttle Hutchinson A motion to reconsider was laid on Kingston Ramstad Young (AK) 
Baker(LA) Dornan Hyde the table. Klug Regula Young (FL) 
Ballenger Dreier Ing Us Knollenberg Riggs Zeliff 
Barr Duncan Istook The SPEAKER. The question is on Kolbe Roberts Zimmer 
Barrett (NE) Dunn Johnson (CT) passage of the bill. LaHood Roemer 
Bartlett Ehlers Johnson, Sam The question taken; and the Largent Rogers 
Barton Ehrlich Jones was 
Bass English Kasi ch Speaker announced that the ayes ap- NOES-103 
Bateman Ensign Kelly peared to have it. Ackerman Bereuter Everett Ktm Geren Obey 

Bil bray Ewing King RECORDED VOTE Andrews Gibbons Olver 

B111rakis Fawell Kingston Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I de- Baesler Gonzalez Orton 

Bliley Fields (TX) Klug mand a recorded vote. 
Baldacci Gordon Pallone 

Blute Flanagan Knollenberg Barcia Hall (OH) Payne (VA) 

Boehlert Foley Kolbe A recorded vote was ordered. Barrett (WI) Hamtlton Peterson (FL) 

Boehner Forbes LaHood The vote was taken by electronic de- Beilenson Hefner Pickett 

Bonma Fowler Largent vice, and there were-ayes 235, noes 103, Bentsen Hoyer Pomeroy 

Bono Fox Latham Berman Johnston Po shard 

Brown back Franks (CT) LaTourette 
answered "present" 77, not voting 17, Bevill Kanjorski Rahall 

Bryant (TN) Franks (NJ) Laughlin as follows: Bonior Kaptur Reed 

Bunn Frelinghuysen Lazio [Roll No. 862) 
Borski Kennedy (MA) Rivers 

Bunning Frisa Leach Brewster Kennelly Rose 

Burr Funderburk Lewis (CA) AYES-235 Browder Kil dee Roukema 

Burton Gallegly Lewis (KY) Allard Bunning Cu bin Brown (OH) Kleczka Sabo 

Buyer Ganske Lightfoot Archer Burr . Cunningham Bryant (TX) Klink Sawyer 

Callahan Gekas Linder Armey Burton Davis Cardin LaFalce Schumer 

Calvert Gilchrest Livingston Bachus Buyer Deal Chapman Levin Sisisky 

Camp Gillmor LoBiondo Baker (CA) Callahan De Lay Clement Lincoln Skaggs 

Canady Gilman Longley Baker (LA) Calvert Diaz-Balart Costello Lowey Skelton 

Castle Goodlatte Lucas Ballenger Camp Dickey Cramer Luther Slaughter 

Chabot Goodling Manzullo Barr Canady Doggett Danner Maloney Spratt 

Chambliss Goss Martini Barrett (NE) Castle Doolittle DeLauro Manton Stenholm 

Chenoweth Graham McColl um Bartlett Chabot Dornan Deutsch Markey Studds 

Christensen Greenwood McCrery Barton Chambliss Dreier Dicks Mascara Stupak 

Chrysler Gunderson McDade Bass Chenoweth Duncan Dingell McCarthy Tanner 

CUnger Gutknecht McHugh Bateman Christensen Dunn Dooley McHale Thornton 

Coble Hancock Mcintosh Bereuter Chrysler Ehlers Doyle McNulty Thurman 

Coburn Hastert McKeon Bil bray Clinger Ehrlich Durbin Meehan Torricelli 

Collins (GA) Hastings (WA) Metcalf Bll1rakis Coble Ensign Edwards Minge Vento 

Combest Hayes Meyers Bliley Coburn Everett Eshoo Mollohan Visclosky 

Cooley Hayworth Mica Blute Collins (GA) Ewing Ford Moran Volkmer 

Cox Hefley Miller(FL) Boehlert Combest Fawell Frost Murtha Wyden 

Crane Heineman Molinari Boehner Condit Fields (TX) Gejdenson Nadler 

Crapo Herger Moorhead Bonma Cooley Flanagan Gephardt Neal 

Cremeans H1lleary Morella Bono Cox Foley 
Cu bin Hobson Myers Brown back Crane Forbes ANSWERED ''PRESENT''-77 
Cunningham Hoekstra Myrick Bryant (TN) Crapo Fowler Abercrombie Bishop Brown (FL) 
Davis Hoke Nethercutt Bunn Cremeans Fox Becerra Brown (CA) Clay 
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Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Colltns (IL} 
Colltns (MI) 
Conyers 
Coyne 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
Dellums 
Dixon 
Engel 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fields (LA) 
Ftlner 
Flake 
Fogl1etta 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Green 
Gutterrez 
Hastings (FL) 

Boucher 
Emerson 
English 
Fazio 
Hansen 
Harman 

H1111ard 
Hinchey 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX} 

Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kennedy (RI} 
Lantos 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McDermott 
Meek 
Menendez 
M1ller (CA) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 

Rangel 
Richardson 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanders 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Stark 
Stokes 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Torres 
Towns 
Velazquez 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
W1111ams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-17 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
Mclnnts 
McKinney 
Mfume 
Oberstar 
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Ros-Lehtinen 
Thomas 
Tucker 
Waldholtz 
Wtlson 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: On this vote: 

Mr. Mcinnis for, with Ms. Harman against. 
Mr. FARR and Mr. COYNE changed 

their vote from "no" to "present." 
So the bill was passed. The result of 

the vote was announced as above re
corded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, 

on rollcall No. 862, final passage of H.R. 
2621, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "aye." 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, on De
cember 14 I was unable to vote on rollcall 
votes 861 and 862 because I had to attend a 
special Metro-Dade Commission meeting in 
Miami. I would have voted "no" on rollcall vote 
No. 861, a motion to recommit with instruc
tions H.R. 2621 and I would have voted "yes" 
on rollcall vote No. 862, final passage on H.R. 
2621, a bill to enforce the public debt limit and 
to protect the Social Security Trust Fund. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks regarding H.R. 
2621, which has just passed this House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE 
JESSE L. JACKSON, JR., OF ILLI
NOIS AS A MEMBER OF THE 
HOUSE 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 

from the State of Illinois, Mr. Jesse L. 
Jackson, Jr., be permitted to take the 
oath of office today. His certificate of 
election has not arrived, but there is 
no contest and no question has been 
raised with regard to his election. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Will the Members of 

the Illinois delegation please escort the 
member-elect to the rostrum. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, as dean of 
the Illinois delegation, it is my honor, 
my very high honor and high privilege, 
to present to the Speaker and to the 
House of Representatives a newly 
elected Congressman from the State of 
Illinois. He has taken the seat that was 
previously held by Mr. Mel Reynolds. 

The gentleman is eminently qualified 
to enter upon this position, Mr. Speak
er. He holds a degree as a Baptist min
ister. He holds a degree as a practicing 
lawyer. He holds a degree as a Master 
of Business Administration. He has 
spoken the length and breadth of the 
country in public addresses. He has en
gaged in all kinds of political activi
ties, which is to be expected when one 
realize the family which is his. 

I know that the people of Chicago, 
the people of his district, are very 
proud to have him as their new Mem
ber of Congress from the city, and it is 
with that that I present him to you for 
swearing in, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Let me say to my 
friend from Illinois that I know the fa
ther well and look forward very much 
to getting to know the son. We are de
lighted, I think all of us, to have you 
here. 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois appeared at 
the bar of the House and took the oath 
of office, as follows: 

Do you solemnly swear that you wlll sup
port and defend the Constitution of the Unit
ed States against all enemies, foreign and 
domestic; that you wlll bear true faith and 
allegiance to the same; that you take this 
obligation freely, without any mental res
ervation or purpose of evasion, and that you 
wm well and faithfully discharge the duties 
of the office on which you are about to enter. 
So help you God? 

The SPEAKER. Congratulations, you 
are now a Member of the Congress of 
the United States. 

I TOO HAVE A DREAM 
(Mr. JACKSON of Illinois asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er and distinguished Members of the 
House, I am honored to be a servant of 
this body. 

I want to thank God, who has called 
our family to public service and blessed 
me with the ability and the will to 
serve. It is faith in God and the 
strength of my family that made this 

exalted position of service possible. 
The Rainbow Coalition gave me the op
portunity to serve and grow. We must 
expand the Rainbow Spirit across the 
land. We must let a new generation 
arise. I want to thank and acknowledge 
my family-my wife Sandi, my parents, 
Rev. and Mrs. Jesse Jackson, my sister 
Santita, my brother Jonathan and his 
wife Marilyn, Yusef, and little Jackie, 
Grandma and Grandpa Brown, my 
grandmother Matilda Burns and Helen 
Jackson, who could not be present. 

My ambition and my focus is clear. I 
want to do God's will, and I believe it 
to be His will that we lift the lot of suf
fering humanity. Where there are walls 
that divide, we must build bridges and 
bring peace to a war torn world, wheth
er Bosnia or Nigeria. 

I want to honor the citizens of the 
Second Congressional District of Illi
nois who entrusted me to represent 
them, to make the best case possible to 
improve the quality of life for all of 
them. For those who voted for me, and 
those who did not, for those who were 
too young to vote, and for those who've 
given up on the vote, because they no 
longer dream or believe, that change 
will come. 

I promised the seniors of my district 
that I would fight to save their Medi
care, and the youth of my district to 
save their scholarships. I promised to 
fight for affordable housing, to uplife 
the conditions of people in Altgeld Gar
dens, Ginger Ridge, Ford Heights, and 
the many communities across my dis
trict, where living conditions have not 
changed in two generations. They are 
not lazy, or welfare kings or queens, 
they want to work, but they need the 
opportunity to work. 

Last, I want to be a public servant 
who is mostly known as a freedom 
fighter of character in the best tradi
tion of Jesus The Christ, Martin Lu
ther King, Jr., Nelson Mandela and my 
dad, Jesse Jackson, Sr. Our character 
is measured by how we treat the least 
of these. I will fight with all of my 
might for a public policy that will wipe 
out malnutrition and save the mal
nourished. A public policy of full em
ployment, healthcare, housing, and an 
education safety net for all of the 
American people. I want to defend the 
defenseless. I want them to dream 
again and stop recycling nightmares. 
We must choose schools instead of jails 
for our future. Let the children dream. 
Let the seniors dream again. Let them 
hope. Let them believe. Revive their 
spirits. Let all of us hope. 

I look forward to learning from you 
and to working with you. Together, we 
must make the American Dream pos
sible for all of America's people. Thank 
you. 

[The following portion was delivered 
in both English and Spanish.] 

Mr. Speaker, in the time I have left, 
I would like to say that I share a 
dream, and I called it "I Too Have a 
Dream:" 
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That the southside will look like the 

northside. 
That Rainbow Beach will look like 

North Avenue Beach. 
That the Dusable Museum will be 

funded like the Field Museum. 
That southside and suburban chil

dren will receive funding like the 
northside for parks, zoos, restaurants 
and piers with ferris wheels. 

That equal funding for education will 
be a reality in this generation. 

That more county money will be used 
for preschool and afternoon school pro
grams than incarceration programs. 

It is my hope that I can look forward 
to working with Members of Congress, 
and working with each and every one 
of you. Together, we must make the 
American dream possible for all of 
Americans, for America's people. 

Thank you, and God bless you all. 

D 1345 

DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS WELCOMES 
JESSE JACKSON, JR. 

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
this morning on behalf of the entire 
Democratic Caucus to welcome the 
newest Member of the U.S. House of 
Representatives, JESSE JACKSON, Jr., 
our colleague from the Second Con
gressional District of Illinois. At 30 
years old, Mr. JACKSON will be one of 
the youngest Members of the 104th 
Congress. But what he lacks in age, he 
more than makes up in commitment to 
justice and opportunity for the people 
of Illinois, Chicago, and all Americans. 

As field director for the National 
Rainbow Coalition, he has been on the 
front lines to fight for economic oppor
tunity in America's cities and basic 
equality and justice everywhere. When 
he ran for Congress this year, he 
pledged to dedicate himself to the kind 
of issues that are at the heart of the 
Democratic Party and America. Pro
tecting Medicare and Medicaid, raising 
the minimum wage, creating jobs, and 
fighting to heal the divisions that too 
often exist among races and between 
genders in our country. 

I am proud to serve with JESSE JACK
SON, Jr., and I know that he will do re
markable things for the people of his 
district, bringing all of the energy, en
thusiasm, and dedication to bear on 
the problems we face. 

So I say to the gentleman from Illi
nois, welcome to the people's House, 
and we all look forward to working 
with you as we together do the people's 
business. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1530, 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996 
Mr. SOLOMON, from the Committee 

on rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 104-407) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 307) waiving points of order 
against the conference report to ac
company the bill (H.R. 1530) to author
ize appropriations for fiscal year 1996 
for military activities of the Depart
ment of Defense, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for fiscal year 1996, 
and for other purposes, which was re
ferred to the House Calendar and or
dered to be printed. 

WELCOME TO JESSE JACKSON, JR. 
(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, I have known our new colleague for 
a very long period of time and have 
worked with his parents for an ex
tremely long period of time. I have 
watched him grow up in a very dis
ciplined, loving household, one that 
has been in the forefront of all of the 
issues. I have particularly watched him 
grow up in an environment where his 
very loving family has been one that 
has been led by a freedom fighter, his 
father, the Rev. Jesse Jackson, and 
who has been under the very loving 
care of his mother, Mrs. Jacqueline 
Jackson. 

Clearly here is a young man who 
grew up sort of in the eye of a storm of 
liberation and a storm of good will that 
was trying to be brought for our coun
try, and yet here is a young man who 
is an example of what can happen to 
young people. 

Here is a young man who has never 
had a problem with drugs, a young man 
who has never had a problem with the 
law, a young man who has developed 
into a fine human being, one who has a 
great education, one who has been a 
person who wanted to learn and to 
grow. He epitomizes what America can 
do and what those of us who are con
cerned about the well-being of our 
young people can hope to expect. 

Let me say this. It has already been 
discussed that he has a number of de
grees, a Bachelor's degree from North 
Carolina A&T University. He has a 
Master's from the Chicago Theological 
Seminary. He has a law degree from 
the University of Illinois. Believe me, 
he got a mandate from the Second Con
gressional District of Illinois, and has 
won two elections in 2 weeks, and we 
salute him. 

JACKSON USHERS IN NEW ERA OF 
LEADERSHIP 

(Ms. WATERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I proudly 
stand and join with my colleagues in 
welcoming the newest Member to this 
House, JESSE JACKSON, Jr. I feel as if 
he, too, is my child. I feel as if he is my 
son. I feel that way because I guess I 
have known him, I have watched him 
grow up. I have worked very closely 
with his father and his mother. They 
are my friends. 

When he first indicated that he would 
be running for this seat, I did every
thing that I could to encourage him, 
and I would like to thank all of my col
leagues in this House who joined with 
us in a tremendous effort to raise 
money and to work in the district to 
ensure that JESSE JACKSON, Jr., could 
be with us being sworn in today. 

I am so proud of him, because he rep
resents everything that we want our 
children to be. I am so proud of him, 
because oftentime there are these neg
ative images of young African-Amer
ican men portrayed in the media. How
ever, there are many young JESSE 
JACKSON, Jr. 's out there. A lot of peo
ple do not know about them. They do 
not understand that there are children 
who have come from nurturing fami
lies, with the kind of support that 
could lead them here to this House and 
to other things if but given the oppor
tunity and the chance to do that. 

And so JESSE JACKSON, Jr., stands 
here today as a symbol to all of those 
young people out there who believe 
that they can do it, that there can be 
support for them realizing their 
dreams. 

I am proud that he is here. I look for
ward to the leadership that he is going 
to provide, not only in this House but 
throughout this Nation. 

Let me just say this to my col
leagues. JESSE JACKSON, Jr., will usher 
in a new generation of leadership in 
this country to deal with the problems 
that confront us all. So I want you to 
look at him today and look at him in 
a new and different way. I want you to 
understand what he symbolizes and 
what he is going to mean, not only to 
this House but to all of America. 

I welcome you, JESSE JACKSON, Jr. I 
look forward to working with you, and 
let the message go forward to the 
young people out there, that they have 
got someone now who is going to reach 
out to them, bring them into these new 
possibilities and show America the way 
in which it should be going. 

WELCOME TO JESSE JACKSON, JR. 
(Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak
er, I rise to welcome to the House our 
newest Member and my long-time 
friend JESSE JACKSON, Jr. I first met 
JESSE during his father's 1984 presi
dential campaign. During that time 
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JESSE and I had the opportunity to reg
ister people to vote together, rally to
gether, encourage young people to stay 
in school together, and we always had 
the dream to serve in this House, the 
United States House of Representa
tives, together. 

I will never forget the many trips we 
made to Washington as young college 
students, and we would pass the House, 
the Capitol, the United States Capitol, 
and look at each other and say, one 
day we will serve in the House of Rep
resentati ves together and shape na
tional public policy. 

I recall the great words of Benjamin 
Mays when he said, "The calamity of 
life is not failing to reach your dream. 
The calamity of life is having no 
dreams to reach for." 

JESSE JACKSON, Jr., is not only a 
dreamer but one who works night and 
day to accomplish his dreams. The peo
ple of the Second Congressional Dis
trict of Chicago and young people all 
across this Nation should be very proud 
to have such a great public servant like 
my friend and now my new colleague 
JESSE JACKSON, Jr. 

I welcome you, my friend, and to
gether we will keep hope alive. 

A GREAT DAY 
(Mr. RUSH asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I am very, 
very proud today. Today is indeed a 
great day for myself, for the people in 
the city of Chicago, the people of the 
Second Congressional District. Today 
is a day that is great for all of Amer
ica. 

D 1400 
We must take pause today, Mr. 

Speaker, to understand all that has 
gone on in regards to JESSE JACKSON, 
Jr., being sworn in as a Member of Con
gress. I am absolutely so proud, and I 
am so appreciative of the work of the 
Jackson family. 

You see, Mr. Speaker, about 25-26 
years ago I had to call upon Jesse 
Jackson, Sr. to save my very life. I 
called him when I was on the run, when 
police officers were out to kill me. 
Jesse Jackson did not hesitate to come 
to my assistance and to come to my 
aid. 

I have seen JESSE JACKSON, Jr., from 
a toddler up until an adult, and I can
not think of any more qualities that 
God could have invested in a single in
dividual than what he invested in 
JESSE JACKSON, Jr. 

Mr. Speaker, this young man, as you 
saw a brief indication of today, has 
traveled the world, has been in the 
company of great individuals, individ
uals at the top of national govern
ments, individuals who are, indeed, 
movers and shakers and history mak-

ers throughout the world. But the qual
ity, the resounding quality that keeps 
coming forward in terms of JESSE 
JACKSON, Jr., is not arrogance, is not a 
higher-than-thou or greater-than-thou 
or holier-than-thou. The common char
acteristic that comes through in terms 
of JESSE JACKSON, Jr., is humility and 
humbleness and willingness to work in 
behalf of those individuals in this soci
ety who have no one to fight and to 
work for them. He is, indeed, a great 
person already at the age of 30, a re
markable man, a history maker. 

Simply because of the fact that he 
can walk with kings and yet and still 
he can also be very comfortable to 
walk and lead and participate and fight 
for the common man, Mr. Speaker, this 
House of Representatives will not be 
the same because we have a humble in
dividual, an individual who knows 
greatness and knows that greatness 
evolves as a direct byproduct of work
ing on behalf of common people. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. BONI OR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BONIOR. I ask for this time to 
inquire of the distinguished majority 
leader about the schedule for today, to
morrow, the weekend, and next week. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to preface my comments by adding 
my congratulations to those that have 
gone before me to the gentleman from 
Illinois. It is always a great thrill to be 
sworn in for the first time and to have 
your family here for the event. 

Mr. Speaker, there will be no more 
legislative business today. I would like 
to take this opportunity to discuss the 
upcoming schedule for the remainder 
of the week. 

Tomorrow, we plan to take up the 
conference report for H.R. 1530, the De
partment of Defense Authorization 
Act. There is also the possibility that 
the appropriations conference report 
for the District of Columbia will be 
ready for consideration tomorrow. We 
should know more about that possibly 
later today and will, of course, keep 
Members advised. 

As Members know, it has been 25 
days since the House passed our last 
CR. For over 3 weeks now we have been 
waiting for the President to become en
gaged in substantive discussions and 
present his alternative plan to reach a 
balanced budget in 7 years. Mr. Speak
er, we are still waiting. We are eager to 
examine his alternative and to com
mence serious negotiations with the 
President at the table. 

Mr. Speaker, if the President decides 
to get serious about these balanced 

budget negotiations, there may be a 
possibility of a short-term continuing 
resolution for the weekend. Obviously, 
we will know more about 'that this 
afternoon after negotiations with the 
administration today and tomorrow. 

Mr. Speaker, I should note that I will 
be happy to engage in further discus
sions tomorrow regarding details of the 
schedule for next week. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. BONIOR. I just say to my friend, 

the gentleman from Texas, I thank him 
for his patience in order for us to have 
this colloquy. I appreciate his patience, 
and I would also like to yield now to 
my friend, the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. LOFGREN], who I think has 
a concern about the weekend. 

Ms. LOFGREN. If I may inquire, I am 
a freshman Member of this body, and 
so perhaps this is the way things nor
mally go, and I am certainly not op
posed to working hard. But I, as do 
many parents in the Congress, have a 
little boy who believes in Santa Claus. 
I am wondering when I will get to take 
him to visit Santa Claus, and further, 
when all of the wonderful things that 
Santa Claus is going to bring him will 
actually arrive. 

He did point out to me the other day 
that we did not work last Friday and 
we did not work this Monday, and we 
did not start working until late on 
Tuesday, and now it is 2 o'clock and we 
are knocking it off for the day. 

My question is: Are we going to be 
working on Saturday to finish the ap
propriations bills not yet done? If not, 
why are we leaving now so that myself 
and the other parents might actually 
get their children to visit Santa Claus? 

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, let me just thank the 
gentlewoman for her observations. 

It is a difficult time for all of us. I 
am amazed at how many Members have 
children and grandchildren that are 
dancing in the Nutcracker Suite this 
weekend all across this Nation, and it 
is a matter of enormous consequence to 
all of these families. 

My governing principle, Mr. Speaker, 
is to schedule work when it is ready, to 
move it as quickly as we can. We had 
had other work scheduled for today. 
Unfortunately, the bill that might 
have been under consideration at this 
time was withdrawn for reasons that 
are of the committee's concerns. 

The defense appropriations bill is ob
viously something we must move to
morrow, and can do so. If we have no 
work, that is, work that must be done 
on Saturday or Sunday, and I am sure 
the gentlewoman would agree with me, 
that should we approach an oppor
tunity to complete the budget on Sat
urday or Sunday, I am sure she, as well 
as all the rest of the Members, would 
more prefer to stay here and do that 
and finish out the year. 

But short of that work on the week
end, especially if it appears that we 



36984 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE December 14, 1995 
will be here working next week, it 
would be my intention, under whatever 
parliamentary arrangements are pos
sible, for us to have no work on the 
floor on Saturday and Sunday, so that 
those Members who are not otherwise 
engaged, perhaps in a conference or 
perhaps in the budget negotiations, 
could indeed grab a couple of days with 
their families before we come back and 
commence work on Monday. 

I wish I could be more specific and 
give Members a definitive answer right 
now. But I think I owe it to all of us to 
be certain that I have, in fact, explored 
every possibility of having that defini
tive work before us before I close the 
door on Saturday and Sunday and en
courage people. 

So for now, I wouldi suggest to tbe 
gentlewoman and to all of my col
leagues, if you have plans to try to go 
home for the weekend, that is some
thing that is, indeed, as these things 
are, very important to you and your 
family, do not cancel those plans. As 
soon as I can say something definitive, 
I will. 

Mr. BONIOR. We thank the majority 
leader for his understanding and his 
reading of what he sees possible this 
weekend. We appreciate his concern. 

Can the gentleman from Texas give 
us an indication, if we leave for this 
weekend or tomorrow, when we will re
sume on Monday next? 

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, of course, again, if it is 
possible, that is to say, unless I am 
otherwise compelled by compelling 
work, I would try to enable the Mem
bers to have Saturday, Sunday, and, 
say, Monday until 5 free from any 
votes on the floor. 

Obviously, we all need this time. It is 
precious. And I would try to make it as 
extended a period of time as possible 
and would change from Monday at 5 
only if compelled by some work that I 
thought would justify the inconven
ience to the families. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, as the 
leader knows, this has been a very dif
ficult year on the schedule and its im
pact upon families, on both sides of the 
aisle. And as we enter the holidays, Mr. 
Leader, I would hope that we would 
have some indication as to how late we 
are going to be going into the schedule 
next week. It is a very difficult time to 
get plane reservations to fly back home 
to our home districts and see families 
and spend time with families at the 
holiday. 

Do you have some kind of indication 
as to how long into the next week we 
will be proceeding on the budget? 

Mr. ARMEY. Again, let me make the 
observation, we are in very difficult, 
very serious, and extremely important 
negotiations with heartfelt differences 

between the Congress and the White 
House, and while I am confident that 
everybody is trying to do their very, 
very best, and have my own hopes that 
the week could be shorter instead of 
longer, I simply could not with any de
gree of reliability give any intimation 
to the Members other than to advise 
you to be prepared to stay for a long, 
hard work week throughout all of next 
week, with the hope that perhaps we 
could reach some agreement that 
would allow me to come on this floor 
and enjoy your appreciation with my 
bringing of the good news, and I would 
hope that would happen. 

Mr. ROEMER. As the leader knows, I 
want a balanced budget. I have been 
working hard for the last 11 months to 
achieve one, and certainly if we see 
progress, which I hope we see more of 
in the ensuing days, we are willing to 
work hard next week to achieve that 
final outcome in a bipartisan manner. 

But as the leader knows, we also, if 
he could indicate to us, if that is going 
to be December 24 or 23, that is helpful 
for us as we make plans. It is also help
ful for us in many ways as we try to 
plan out our work schedule and our 
family schedules. 

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will 
. yield further, I appreciate the point the 
gentleman makes. 

If I may, Mr. Speaker, what I see and 
what we see expressed here, we have 435 
people here that share a commitment 
to their families and a commitment to 
the Nation through their work here, 
and we are all caught in a period of 
dire consequences and serious stress, 
trying to find a way, as the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] said so 
eloquently a few years back, to get 
home and love our children, and I can 
only say that insofar as I can do any
thing to accommodate the Members 
and their families while also accommo
dating to their sincere desire to com
plete the year's work in a responsible 
fashion, I will make that effort, and I 
will try to keep the Members as ad
vised and as current as I can possibly 
do with any certainty at any time. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank the gentleman 
for that, Mr. Leader. I just have one 
final question. 

Two days ago the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct con
ducted a rule change concerning the 
book royalty issue. It is a long-overdue 
reform. It was unanimously approved 
by the committee. The chairwoman has 
clearly indicated that the bill would be 
considered before the end of this ses
sion. 

We are concerned by press reports we 
saw in the paper this morning indicat
ing that the leadership on your side of 
the aisle may be blocking the commit
tee 's unanimous recommendation, and 
I guess my question to you this after
noon is will the Committee on Stand
ards of Official Conduct recommenda
tion for immediate action be honored 

by the Republican leadership? And can 
we see this bill within the next week? 

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman 
for your inquiry. 

As the gentleman knows, a bill has 
been drafted and has been submitted, 
assigned to the Committee on Rules. 
The Committee on Rules has the bill 
under consideration, and I cannot tell 
you with any degree of certainty what 
will be the dispatch of that bill by the 
committee, but I am confident that the 
Comm! ttee on Rules will act on this 
bill in full regard to its own fine tradi
tions as a committee and the kind of 
consideration that such legislation 
takes, and I have to tell you I have had 
only a very, very brief discussion with 

· the chairman of the Committee on 
Rules and a discussion in which he has 
assured me that the bill would get all 
the serious consideration in the due 
course of time that is appropriate with
in the traditions of this fine commit
tee. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gentle
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. So I guess the 
other question is, though, when will 
this be acted on? Because the hope had 
been, by this unanimous decision of the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct to move on this, that it would 
be done before we went home. And 
since we have all of this extra time and 
the budget has not been solved, is there 
anything blocking this from coming up 
right now? 

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I will just say to the gen
tlewoman, the bill is in the committee 
of jurisdiction. The committee of juris
diction has the jurisdiction. It is not at 
all unusual, I dare say, every individ
ual Member who drops a bill in the 
hopper does so with the sincere hope 
that it will be acted on immediately. 
That rarely is the case, and there are 
procedures known best to the commit
tee, and I do not think it is appropriate 
for me as a Member or as the majority 
leader to second-guess how a commit
tee will exercise its jurisdiction. 

I think we have committees, and 
each committee has its own manner of 
operating, and I do not think that it 
would be appropriate for me to specu
late on the manner in which this com
mittee nor any otlt.er committee would 
dispense with a bill. 

D 1415 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

INGLIS of South Carolina). 
Under the Speaker's anno.unced pol

icy of May 12, 1995, and under a pre
vious order of the House, the following 
Members will be recognized for 5 min
utes each. 
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WEI JINGSHENG'S SENTENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. Cox] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the People's Republic of 
China imposed a harsh new prison sen
tence on its most prominent human 
rights campaigner, Wei Jingsheng. 
Today the New York Times in trans
lation has presented us with the rea
sons that the People's Republic of 
China has meted out this draconian 
sentence against its leading human 
rights activist. The charge, according 
to the People's Republic of China, was 
overthrowing the government, over
throwing the government, and what did 
this man who is nominated by ·many in 
this body for the Nobel Peace Prize do 
to cause the People's Republic of China 
to charge him, and convict him, and 
sentence him for overthrowing the gov
ernment? Let me read from the Chinese 
Government statement about the con
viction, quote: 

The court's investigation showed that Wei, 
in attempting to overthrow the government, 
developed a plan of action which included es
tablishing an organization to raise funds to 
support democratic movement activities. 

Well, that is true enough. Wei 
Jingsheng has long been an advocate 
for democracy in the People's Republic 
of China. He was a leader in the democ
racy wall movement which took its 
name from the wall near the city where 
democratic activists hung their pro
freedom manifestos. He served over 14 
years in prison labor camps in China 
where, according to reliable reports, he 
was beaten and tortured. Now having 
been out of prison for only a few 
months, Mr. Speaker, he was charged 
and convicted again for promoting de
mocracy. 

Let me read further from the govern
ment's statement: 

He is responsible for purchasing news
papers, setting up a company in charge of or
ganizing cultural activities. 

All of these things got him a prison 
sentence, keep in mind, colleagues: Or
ganizing nongovernmental painting ex
hibitions, performances, and publica
tions. 

Wei Jingsheng worked actively to 
implement the above plans, quoted the 
Chinese Government. He bought 121/2 

percent of the shares of an urban credit 
cooperative in Beijing to start setting 
up a democracy movement bank, and 
he wrote and set an introduction to 
projects for assistance to people in 
charge of an overseas organization and 
asked for hundreds of thousands of U.S. 
dollars to fund his activities. He also 
registered a company in Hong Kong 
and used the name of the company to 
prepare art exhibitions in Beijing so as 
to recruit people in organizations that 
would be sympathetic to him. Wei 
Jingsheng also secretly connected 
some people both in China and abroad 

to study struggle strategies, conspiring 
to unite the illegal organizations in 
China, by which they mean the illegal 
pro-democracy organizations in China, 
and act when the right moment comes. 
He also used illegal means-now I am 
again quoting from the People's Repub
lic of China official statement of yes
terday: 
* * * and published a series of articles over
seas to slander and attack the Chinese Gov
ernment, the leadership of the Chinese Com
munist Party and the Socialist system, and 
to advocate the independence of Tibet, some
thing that another Nobel laureate, another 
Nobel Peace Prize winner, is guilty of. He 
and the enemy forces overseas, among which 
we may number ourselves in this body, echo 
each other and try to create publicity. Cer
tainly that is worthy of a prison sentence, to 
overthrow the people's democratic dictator
ship, sabotage the Socialist system, and sep
ara te the country. 

Wei Jingsheng will be in jail for an
other 14 years, and the response from 
the Clinton administration has been 
deafening. One of our Democratic col
leagues said yesterday, "I think the ad
ministration policy is a dismal failure 
in every respect, and I think the sen
tence is a slap in the face." The New 
York Times notes today that the Clin
ton administration, while criticizing 
China, stopped conspicuously short of 
threatening specific retaliatory action. 

Mr. Speaker, even our Assistant Sec
retary of State for Human Rights said 
only, "We urge the Chinese authorities 
to show clemency." Clemency, col
leagues, is due someone who is guilty. 
Wei Jingsheng is innocent, he is an in
nocent man wrongly charged, and this 
body, Democrats and Republicans 
alike, should band together in his sup
port. 

TREATING OUR FELLOW MEMBERS 
WITH RESPECT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to talk very briefly about some
thing that is concerning me very deep
ly, especially in light of some of the de
bate or lack of debate that took place 
in this Chamber last night on the 
Bosnian question. 

President Bush referred to a growing 
mood on Capitol Hill as a climate of 
ugliness, and President Thomas Jeffer
son talked about, when he wrote the 
manual that we all read as new Mem
bers of Congress and try to refresh our 
memories about the rules of civility 
and comity in this body; we all read 
Thomas Jefferson's words, and he stat
ed, and I quote: 

It is very material that order, decency and 
regularity be preserved in a dignified public 
body. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that as the de
bate spirals downward at times and 
people resort to the temptation of 

name-calling, and finger-pointing, and 
fisticuffs rather than camaraderie, and 
civility, and community, that we not 
only hurt bipartisanship in this body 
now and in the future, but I think we 
tear at the fabric of what Americans 
deeply respect about this institution 
and what they want us to do today, and 
that is to work together to solve some 
of our problems in a bipartisan way on 
the budget, on making Congress work 
more efficiently and effectively, of 
downsizing Government, particularly 
committees and subcommittees here in 
this body, and that we can do it in a 
civil manner, being civil to one an
other. 

My very first vote, Mr. Speaker, 41/2 
years ago as a new Member of Congress 
was on the Persian Gulf, and I was in
ducted into this body with such a deep 
sense of awe and respect not because 
George Washington's picture is in this 
body, not because In God We Trust is 
above the flag here in this Chamber, 
but because Members treat each other 
with respect, and although we had dis
agreement on the timing of going to 
war, everybody respected the dif
ferences in opinion, and everybody was 
a patriot. 

Last night's debate did not include 
that kind of respect, and I want to con
clude, Mr. Speaker, on a quote from 
Speaker Joe Cannon who once said: 

It is true we engage in fierce combat, we 
are often intense partisans, sometimes we 
are unfair, not infrequently unjust, brutal at 
times, and yet I venture to say, taken as a 
whole the House is sound at heart. Nowhere 
else will you find such a ready appreciation 
of merit and character. In few gatherings in 
equal size is there so little jealousy and 
envy. 

I think the first part of that state
ment is very true, Mr. Speaker. We do 
have fierce partisanship at times, but 
we should always have the nature and 
character of civility which is reflected 
in our rules come to the foremost, be 
held at the highest respect and esteem 
for all Members, and that we continue 
to work in a bipartisan way for what is 
best for the American people. 

D 1415 
FUNDING AMERICA'S DEFENSE 

PROGRAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

Krn). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to associate myself with the 
remarks of my friend, the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]. I think he 
was right on the ball. I do not nec
essarily agree with the strategy or the 
tactics used by the House, and I prob
ably would have supported the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] if it had-I did 
not fight to get that unanimous con
sent removed. 
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As I stated in my. opening remarks 

last night, I thought all the Members 
across the board had good intentions in 
this thing. I would support that. I 
would also tell my friend that quite 
often when we sit on this side of the 
aisle, we feel that there is a lot of mis
information on Medicare, that there 
are no cuts and different things, and a 
different way to get to education, and 
it is difficult to come to those terms 
sometimes when you are getting 
slammed down on the ground all the 
time. I would work, and I know the 
gentleman does, and I know how he 
works, and I know that he himself 
would do that. The problem sometimes 
is with leadership. I would work with 
the gentleman. 

Let me go to the issue that I want to 
talk about. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would say, as 
classmates and people who serve on the 
Committee on Economic and Edu
cational Opportunities, you and I do 
work in a bipartisan way on many oc
casions, and I have a great amount of 
respect for you. When we had the Per
sian Gulf debate, and as a former war 
hero, you have added a great deal to 
the debate we have had on military 
matters. 

I just have a deep, deep regret and a 
heavy heart when we have the kind of 
lack of civility that took place in the 
body last night on a unanimous-con
sent motion, on a resolution support
ing not the mission-with which I dis
agree-in Bosnia, but the confidence in 
our troops and the support for our 
troops, which I wholly agree with. I 
would hope that we could have agreed 
to that unanimous consent last night. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. Speaker, what I want to talk 
about a little today, and I do not have 
time to do it fully, and it is not on a 
partisan issue, is that many of us voted 
last night on our consciences, and feel
ing that we were doing the best thing 
for our troops overseas. My concern, as 
I stated, is not the votes last night, Mr. 
Speaker. My concern is what comes in 
the future, that we hear people say 
they want to support the troops, they 
want to make sure that they do not 
come back in body bags; that they 
come back. 

There are legitimate issues on how 
much we should spend for defense and 
how much not. But remember when the 
President ran in his campaign, he said 
a $50 billion defense cut would put us 
into a hollow force, and then in his 
first tax bill would put us at a $177 bil
lion defense deficit, would decrease de
fense. 

Because of some of the different envi
ronments we go to in the world, with 
Haiti and Somalia, the different areas, 
and I am not going to go through the 
negative of those, but it has put us 
even further below what the require-

ments of defense are. GAO has said we 
are $200 billion below the Bottom-Up 
review. The Bottom-Up Review was, re
member, drafted by then-Secretary Les 
Aspin and the President to see what 
our needs would be to be able to fight 
two conflicts, and the minimum we 
would need to be able to do that. When 
you are $200 billion below that, then it 
tells you that you need to put some 
more dollars into national security for 
this country. 

Some people on the debate tomorrow 
will say that there is more in this de
fense authorization bill than the Presi
dent asked for. This is true. But as I 
take a look, let me give you a couple of 
examples. 

The F-15 Strike Eagle, the Air Force 
has not bought a single airplane in 3 
years because of the budget. They are 
using the F-15 Strike Eagles in Bosnia 
today, out of Italy and other places. 
They are also using the F-16. The Navy 
is using the F-18 CD, which is the lat
est model. The service life on those air
planes is coming due and there is no re
placement for them. 

In this budget that is coming up to
morrow, what we do is replace some of 
the life cycle in the aircraft that we 
have been using prior to that in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. We take a look at 
something my friend has fought for, 
impact aid that we took out of the 
budget, and to be able to provide for 
that. He and I agreed we do not have as 
much as we would like in that. 

I also look at Captain O'Grady. Cap
tain O'Grady, when he was shot down 
over that portion of the world, told me 
personally, he said, "DUKE, I did not 
have the training, the ACM time that 
we need," the air combat maneuvering. 

I would ask my colleagues to take a 
look at what the needs are in defense. 
We need to support our kids. Support 
the bill tomorrow, and do what is 
right. 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to substitute my 
name for that of the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] 
during special orders. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

THE HURRY-UP-AND-WAIT SCHED
ULE OF CONGRESS, AND THE 
HANDLING OF ETHICS COMMIT
TEE ISSUES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, those 
who saw the scheduling colloquy a few 
minutes ago absorbed another very pe-

culiar development here in the House. 
You see, at 2 in the afternoon, at 3 
o'clock perhaps, a little bit in the mid
dle of the workday for most American 
families, the House quit for the day. 
We are now at a point in our debate 
where we can debate some of the is
sues, but the official proceedings, here 
in the middle of the workday the House 
concluded its proceedings. 

This is at a time when we near a Gov
ernment shutdown, two of the con
ference reports on appropriations bills 
have not even been presented to this 
House, and according to the scheduling 
colloquy, it appears that one of them, 
one of the two, is a possibility for to
morrow, on the shutdown day, and the 
other one we got no indication of what
soever. 

The even more peculiar thing about 
this hurry-up-and-wait schedule that 
exists here in the Congress was the por
tion of the scheduling colloquy that re
lated to the subject of ethics. It was 
only about a week ago that not just 
any bill but a measure concerning a 
rule on book royal ties was referred not 
by just a Democrat, or not just by a 
Republican, but by the unanimous vote 
of an equally divided committee, half 
Republicans and half Democrats, the 
House Ethics Committee asked for a 
unanimous rule, or asked for a rule 
unanimously, I might say, to be in ef
fect by the end of this year concerning 
book royalties. It was sent over to the 
Committee on Rules. 

Members will recall that they took 
this action in a letter dated December 
6, upbraiding and reprimanding the 
Speaker, the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GINGRICH] in regard to books and 
in regard to repeated ethical violations 
here in the House. After finding three 
clear violations of the rules of conduct 
of the House, they said in addition, 
with regard to the book "To Renew 
America," the one published through 
Mr. Murdoch's company, they said that 

Concerning the publication of your book 
"To Renew America," while the amount in
volved greatly exceeds the financial bounds 
of any book contract contemplated at the 
time the current rules were drafted, the com
mittee strongly questions the appropriate
ness of what could be described as an at
tempt by you to capitalize on your office 
with reference to this book. 

They go on to say that, at a mini
mum, what the Speaker has done cre
ates the impression, and this is their 
words, this bipartisan committee, 
"* * *of exploiting one's office for per
sonal gain." They say the conduct was 
basically at such a level that to be sure 
no other Member of this House ever 
does this again, we need a rule on the 
books, the same kind of rule that 
would have been on the books had 
there been any real commitment to 
true ethical reform in this House on 
the first day back on January 4, 1995, 
because that is when it could have been 
adopted and when it should have been 
adopted. 
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But even after waiting almost a year, 

they say unanimously on a bipartisan 
basis, "Such a perception" regarding 
this book, and again I quote them, "is 
especially troubling when it pertains to 
the office of the Speaker of the House, 
a constitutional office regarding the 
highest standards of ethical conduct, 
and so the committee has drafted an 
amendment to the House rules to treat 
income from book royal ties as part of 
outside earned income subject to the 
annual limit of House rule 47. The com
mittee will propose this resolution to 
take effect January 1, 1996." 

Mr. Speaker, when asked about that 
today, the majority leader said, "I will 
not prejudge the committee process. 
Anybody can go file a bill. Maybe the 
Committee on Rules will get to it and 
maybe it will not." He knows full well 
from reading the morning papers that 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Rules has said, and I quote, that he is 
"unalterably opposed to even the con
cept that you would want to limit book 
royalties"; that is to say, unalterably 
opposed to doing what a unanimous 
Ethics Committee recommended be
cause of the scandal associated with 
the Speaker's book contract with Ru
pert Murdoch. So apparently we are 
going to approach this week, we are 
going to approach next week, we are 
going to approach the end of 1995, and 
have no real ethics reform. 

Let me make it clear, Mr. Speaker, 
this is not the result of the action of 
one chair of one committee. The 
Speaker could bring this rule change to 
the floor right now. It need not wait 
until the sun sets, if it ever does here 
in Washington today. No, indeed. We 
could be moving forward on the issue of 
ethics, but in this House, whether it is 
lobby reform or gift ban or campaign 
finance reform, the slogan seems to be 
"Just say no or just say Newt." They 
seem to mean the same thing. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND 
OVERSIGHT TO FILE REPORT ON 
H.R. 2661, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
FISCAL PROTECTION ACT OF 1995 
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Government Reform and Over
sight have until midnight tonight, 
Thursday, December 14, to file a report 
on the bill, H.R. 2661. 

It is my understanding that this re
quest has been cleared with the minor
ity leader's office. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

THE MATERIAL GIRL OF THE 
CLINTON ADMINISTRATION: SEC
RETARY OF ENERGY O'LEARY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I am un
derstanding that the House has ceased 
its activities here. However, the rest of 
Congress is working in their offices, 
answering constituent relations and 
working on active legislation. If the 
gentleman cares to take the afternoon 
off, it is fine with me, but the rest of 
the House is working. 

That is not what I want to talk 
about. I want to talk about the Clinton 
administration's material girl. Sec
retary O'Leary has leased, at tax
payers' expense, for overseas travel the 
same luxury jet that Madonna uses. 
Now Clinton's material girl has been 
overseas 16 times in the last 3 years. 
She has been out of the country 50 per
cent more days than Secretary of State 
Warren Christopher. Secretary of State 
Warren Christopher's responsibilities 
include foreign policy and foreign rela
tions. When he gets off an airplane 
overseas, when you see his face and 
him stepping off an airplane, he is 
doing his job. But the material girl, the 
Secretary of the Department of En
ergy, is responsible for civilian nuclear 
waste, Department of Defense stockpile 
and safety, Department of Defense nu
clear waste, the national energy labs, 
all inside the United States, power 
marketing administrations, strategic 
oil reserves, all of which are within the 
United States of America, but the ma
terial girl's overseas trips are also ex
pensive. They are as high as $720,000 
each. Several of these trips have ex
penses that are unaccounted for, some 
as high as $150,000. One of these trips, 
the same luxury jet that Madonna 
uses, Secretary O'Leary took 51 staff
ers and 68 guests. It cost the taxpayers 
$560,000. There is only about $70,000 
that is currently unaccounted for. 

That is why the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HOKE] and myself have requested 
the Government Accounting Office to 
do an audit, so we hope it will be done 
early next year. I think it is time that 
we stop this misuse of taxpayers' 
money and account for the expenses 
that we cannot account for at this 
point. 

Mr. Speaker, this excessiveness, this 
mismanagement, this extravagance, is 
just the tip of the iceberg. It started off 
with GAO report that highlighted prob
lems about management at the Depart
ment of Energy. They lacked focus, 
they had an admission a minute. 

Then there was Vice President 
GORE'S National Performance Review, 
who said within the Department of En
ergy the environmental management 
group was 40 percent inefficient and it 
was going to cost taxpayers $70 billion 
over the next 30 years if something is 
not done. Then we found out there were 
529 public relations employees at the 
Department of Energy, one personal 
media consultant for the Secretary of 
Energy herself; and then there was the 

private investigative firm, which she 
paid $56,500 to find out who the unfa
vorable were in the press and in Con
gress. I was No. 4 on the list. Then 
there was her personal friend that she 
hired at $95,166 year plus $12,000 living 
expenses for the Department conflict 
resolution officer. 

We have a lot of redundancy in Gov
ernment, and we need to eliminate that 
out of the Department of Energy too. 
Two-thirds of the budget comes 
through the Department of Defense. 
There is duplication of effort within 
the labs. There is the nationalized oil 
fields at Elk Hills, CA. We have private 
companies that extract oil from the 
Earth. There are the Power Marketing 
Administrations that also are duplica
tive of the private sector. 

That is why I am leading the task 
force to eliminate the Department of 
Energy as a Cabinet-level agency, to 
remove the waste, consolidate the du
plication, transfer to the private sector 
that which they do best, and eliminate 
the parts of Government that are un
necessary. Each time the material girl, 
Secretary O'Leary's mismanagement 
comes to the press, this effort gains 
support. It highlights the fact that 
something must be done. 

This process of verifying has uncov
ered something else, though, that is 
probably worse than anything you have 
heard so far. That is that the material 
girl has transferred from the Depart
ment of the Interior $500,000 to the 
Government of India to prepare the Taj 
Mahal for her arrival. Five hundred 
thousand dollars. What is so upsetting 
to me about this is that I can only 
think of the deficit we are running this 
year. I can only think of the budget we 
are dealing with. To spend $500,000 to 
prepare the Taj Mahal for her arrival is 
taking away from our children's fu
ture. It is borrowed money that they 
are going to have to pay back. It is 
wrong. It is time to stop this wasteful 
spending. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to eliminate 
the Department of Energy as a Cabi
net-level agency. The only way we can 
do that is to continue with this effort 
and this legislation. It is needed to bal
ance the budget and it will stop the un
necessary spending. 

D 1445 

SOCIAL POLICIES 
FLECT LATEST 
KNOWLEDGE 

SHOULD RE
BIOMEDICAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH
TER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to announce the introduction of 
H.R. 2748, a bill to prevent the poten
tially devastating consequences of dis
crimination based on genetic inf orma
tion. I ask my colleagues to join us in 
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support of this critical legislation. Cur
rently 26 of our colleagues have cospon
sored the legislation. 

As Chair of the Women's Health Task 
Force of the Congressional Caucus on 
Women's Issues, I closely followed re
ports earlier this year that increased 
funding for breast cancer research had 
resulted in the discovery of the BRCAl 
gene-link to breast cancer. While the 
obvious benefits of the discovery in
clude potential lifesaving early detec
tion and intervention, the inherent 
dangers of access to genetic informa
tion are just becoming evident. 

There is increasing concern that indi
viduals will be denied access to health 
care and that employers might screen 
employees to eliminate those who 
could cause a rise in group premiums. 
The following actual cases document 
the cause for concern: 

A 24-year-old healthy and insured 
woman is asked to sign a lifetime waiv
er exempting her from breast cancer 
coverage because of familial ten
dencies. 

An insured, previously heal thy man 
suffered a heart attack. After DNA
based testing revealed a hereditary 
form of high cholesterol, his insurance 
company refused to pay the hospital 
bills or cover future treatment for car
diovascular disease. 

As our knowledge and understanding 
of the biomedical genesis of human 
health and disease increases, our social 
policies and ethical responsibilities 
need to be adjusted accordingly. 

H.R. 2748, the Genetic Information 
Nondiscrimination in Health Insurance 
Act of 1995 contains four major provi
sions. It prohibits insurance providers 
from: First, denying or canceling 
heal th insurance coverage; or, second, 
varying the premiums, terms, and con
ditions of health insurance coverage on 
the basis of genetic information; third, 
requesting or requiring an individual 
to disclose genetic information; and 
fourth, disclosing genetic information 
without the prior written consent of 
the individual. 

The bill is uniquely focused, com
prehensive, timely, and includes effec
tive enforcement mechanisms. It is fo
cused on the issues of insurance dis
crimination and privacy as they relate 
to genetic information. It comprehen
sively covers all types of insurance pro
viders including self-funded and ERISA 
plans. It is timely in that it tackles in
surance discrimination and privacy is
sues related to genetic information be
fore they become epidemic. It provides 
both State and Federal measures to en
sure effective enforcement. 

Grave concern about these issues and 
enthusiastic support for the bill has 
come from the American Cancer Soci
ety, the National Breast Cancer Coali
tion, and the Council for Responsible 
Genetics. The National Action Plan on 
Breast Cancer, the NIH-DOE Working 
Group on Ethical, Legal and Social Im-

plications of Human Genome Research 
and the National Advisory Council for 
Human Genome Research have joined 
together to address the issue of genetic 
discrimination and health insurance. 
Their work has resulted in develop
ment of four policy recommendations. 
Those recommendations provide the 
foundation for Federal legislation to 
prevent discrimination on the basis of 
genetic information. This bill encom
passes those recommendations. 

This bill, which addresses the pro
found questions about who will have 
access to genetic information and how 
this information will be used by others, 
is critically important to the health 
and well-being of this Nation's women, 
men, and children and our future gen
erations. 

NO FUNDS FOR THE TREASURY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, earlier 
today the House debated H.R. 2621, a 
bill which would, in my opinion, force 
a default of the U.S. Treasury on U.S. 
debt and forestall payment, not only of 
principal and interest on U.S. debt for 
the first time in our history, but also 
forestall payments on Social Security, 
Federal and military pensions. In fact, 
this bill was advertised as one which 
would protect Social Security and Fed
eral and miiitary pensions, but in fact, 
the end result would be causing a de
fault and leaving the Treasury with no 
funds whatsoever to pay those pay
ments to the beneficiaries who have 
paid into those systems. 

During the debate, I referred to a 
speech which Speaker NEWT GINGRICH 
made before the Public Securities As
sociation on September 21, 1995, just 
earlier this year. In this speech is 
where the Speaker plainly and clearly 
advocated defaulting on U.S. debt in 
order to force the President and the 
Nation to accept his budget and no 
other budget. 

My assertion was called into question 
by my colleague and friend from Michi
gan, and therefore, I submit for the 
RECORD and ask unanimous consent to 
include the following article from the 
New York Times as printed on Septem
ber 22, 1995 entitled "Gingrich Threat
ens U.S. Default if Clinton Won't Bend 
on Budget." 

Mr. Speaker, let me quote a couple of 
excerpts from this article. The article 
starts out: 

House Speaker Newt Gingrich threatened 
today to send the United States into default 
on its debt for the first time in the Nation's 
history to force the Clinton administration 
to balance the budget on Republican terms. 

The article goes on to say: 
Clearly, part of Mr. Gingrich's autumn 

end-game strategy is to force the White 
House to accept much of this agenda, many 

parts of which President Clinton has vowed 
to veto, by holding an increase in the Fed
eral debt limit hostage. Without an increase 
in the Federal debt, the government will be 
unable to meet many of the payments due in 
November for Social Security, m111tary pay, 
and interest on the Federal Government's 
$4.9 trillion debt. 

Such confrontational techniques have been 
used in the past, but it has been highly un
usual for a high government official or high 
government leader to suggest, as Mr. Ging
rich did today, that default on government 
payments was not beyond the pale. 

Let me quote directly from the 
Speaker. As we would say, the Speaker 
speaks. "I don't care what the price 
is," he said in his speech. "I don't care 
if we have no executive offices and no 
bonds for 60 days, not this time." 

What that means, Mr. Speaker, is if 
we had a default and we had no bonds 
and we were not able to roll over the 
debt, that would mean that the Gov
ernment would run out of money, and 
what that would mean is when Social 
Security checks need to be sent out, 
the Government would not have any 
money and the Government would not 
be able to take the Treasury securities, 
which Social Security invested in, and 
reinvest those into the market to raise 
capital. So in effect we would be high 
and dry; and unfortunately, the mil
lions and millions of Americans who 
have paid into Social Security and 
count on that money to come every 
month would be high and dry, too. 

Mr. Speaker, quite frankly, it is ap
palling, I believe, for this House to play 
with a time bomb such as the U.S. 
creditworthiness. We have a triple-A 
rating, and yet we have this revolu
tionary new Congress which believes it 
would be revolutionary to hold the 
country hostage and throw the Nation 
into default, to do away with our tri
ple-A rating, to raise interest rates for 
all Americans, and to withhold the So
cial Security checks, the Medicare 
checks, the military checks, the pen
sion checks to Americans who deserve 
those because they paid into them. 

Let me remind my fellow colleagues 
of the House of the last revolutionary 
movement which decided to not stand 
up and pay its debts. It was the Bol
shevik movement after the Russian 
Revolution in 1917, which refused to 
honor the Czar's bonds because, they 
said, "We have a new leadership here 
and we are not going to honor those.'' 
Even today, people throughout the 
world hold those bonds and they are 
worthless. Even today, the Soviet 
Union, having broken the bonds of 
communism, has trouble entering the 
markets because of what happened 
back in 1917. 

We do not want that to happen to the 
United States we do not want to see 
what happens to the United States, 
what we debated earlier this year with 
respect to Mexico. We are the greatest 
nation on the face of the Earth. We are 
the leader of the free world. We are the 
strongest economy in the world. 
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standard for the world. All other inter
est rates are tied off of it, and yet the 
Speaker threatens a default and 
threatens to destroy the creditworthi
ness of the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit the following 
article for the RECORD, that was the 
Speaker's position, and I hope he will 
renounce it. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 22, 1995) 
GINGRICH THREATENS U.S. DEFAULT IF 

CLINTON WON'T BEND ON BUDGET 
(By David E. Sanger) 

WASHINGTON.-House Speaker Newt Ging
rich threatened today to send the United 
States into default on its debt for the first 
time in the nation's history, to force the 
Clinton Administration to balance the budg
et on Republican terms. 

His comments, a more extreme version of 
the hardball stance frequently used in past 
budget showdowns, raised the specter that 
the looming standoff may begin to rattle fi
nancial markets around the world. Mr. Ging
rich's remarks came in the middle of a day 
in which the dollar plunged as much as 5 per
cent against major currencies before recov
ering slightly, sending interest rates up 
sharply. [Page D13.] The Speaker's state
ment appeared to be one of several factors 
that added to the markets' unsettled condi
tion. 

More broadly, Mr. Gingrich's speech to the 
Public Securities Association, which rep
resents traders in Government debt, under
scored the growing agitation and sense of 
imminent colllsion in official Washington as 
both Democrats and Republicans move to
ward a confrontation that could shut the 
Government down this fall. 

Throughout the capital, there was a sense 
that the current had quickened and the rum
ble of a great waterfall could be heard close 
ahead. Angry disputes broke out on wildly 
varying issues. Republicans threatened to 
block sending American ground troops to en
force the Bosnia peace plan, agreed to vast 
reductions in the protection for endangered 
species and Federal lands, and pushed ahead 
with plans for radical changes in Medicare 
and Medicaid. Democrats fumed and vowed 
to do what they could to slow the legisla
tion's breakneck pace. 

Clearly part of Mr. Gingrich's autumn end
game strategy ls to force the White House to 
accept much of this agenda-many parts of 
which President Clinton has vowed to veto-
by holding an increase in Federal debt limit 
hostage. Without an increase in the limit, 
the Government wlll be unable to meet many 
of the payments due in November for Social 
Security, m111tary pay and interest on the 
Federal Government's $4.9 trllllon in debt. 

Such confrontational techniques have been 
used in the past. But ls was highly unusual 
for a high Government leader to suggest, as 
Mr. Gingrich did today, that default on Gov
ernment payments was not beyond the pale. 

"I don't care what the price is," he said in 
his speech. "I don't care if we have no execu
tive offices and no bonds for 60 days-not 
this time." 

Without concessions from the White House 
across the board, he said, there wlll not be 
any increase in the debt celling. "And we'll 
see how long they wlll last," he added. 

Administration officials were stlll trying 
tonight to figure out how seriously to take 
Mr. Gingrich's comments. A few months ago, 
the Speaker was forced to back away from 
his off-the-cuff suggestions that the United 

States should recognize Taiwan as an inde
pendent country, a step that would lead to a 
breach with China. 

But Congress has little direct influence 
over foreign policy. By contrast, its control 
of the Government's purse strings gave 
added force to Mr. Gingrich's remarks. In
deed, the Speaker's comments drew a quick 
and harshly worded response from Treasury 
Secretary Robert E. Rubin. "The President 
won't be blackmailed by the use of the debt 
limit as a negotiating lever," he said in a 
telephone interview from Miami, where he 
was giving a speech tonight. 

"It would be unprecedented and unwise for 
anyone in a position of authority to dismiss 
the consequences of default on the debt of 
the United States of America for the first 
time in our history," he added. "Even the 
appearance of a risk of default can have ad
verse consequences, and a default itself 
would increase the cost of debt for the Unit
ed States Government for many, many years 
to come. A sovereign country's credit-wor
thiness ls a precious asset not be sacrificed 
under any circumstances. 

Mr. Rubin said he did not expect the Unit
ed States to default on any debt payment, a 
step that he has repeatedly called "unthink
able." But even a serious threat of a disrup
tion in payments can move the markets, and 
may send borrowing costs soaring for the 
United States. 

The Treasury Department estimates that 
every increase of one percentage point in in
terest rates would swell the budget deficit by 
$4.9 bllllon this year. Republicans, however, 
argued that interest rates should decline if 
the ultimate outcome of the dispute between 
the parties ls a big cut in spending. 

Aside from all the Sturm und Drange in 
Washington, the debt limit debate has not 
yet had much effect, traders said. "The mar
kets have not yet focused on it," said David 
M. Jones, vice chairman of Aubrey G. Lan
ston & Company, which trades Government 
bonds. "One of the risks ls that foreign in
vestors wlll not understand what ls happen
ing here. And if they get nervous, they wlll 
just flee until it all sorts out.'' 

The issue wlll take on added urgency in 
the first five days of November, when the 
Government must pay $50 billion in Social 
Security benefits, Medicare and pay for ac
tive-duty members of the m111tary. On Nov. 
15, about S25 billion of interest payments are 
due. 

As Treasury officials concede, a number of 
financial tricks are available to keep the 
Government afloat even if the ce111ng on 
debt ls not raised. There are temporary debt 
limits, emergency "cash management sales" 
to keep money flowing in the coffers as 
short-term loans, and borrowing against 
other Government reserves. But all of the 
steps come with a cost, and none can go on 
for too long. Though the overall Government 
debt is $4.9 trlllion, the Treasury sells about 
$2 trllllon of debt securities every year be
cause so much of the Government's borrow
ings are "rolled over" into new bonds. 

The debt limit exists as an institution in 
Washington because the Constitution man
dates that only Congress can authorize bor
rowings. Before World War I every bond is
sued by the United States required separate 
Congressional approval. Today, the raising of 
the debt ce111ng essentially permits the 
Treasury Secretary to make the day-to-day 
decisions required to-meet the Government's 
obligations. 

40 YEARS OF TAX AND SPEND IS 
EXTREME 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. LEWIS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr: Speak
er, we have been called many names, 
the majority has. We have been called 
revolutionaries, just a few minutes ago 
even Bolsheviks maybe, but the main 
term has been extreme, extreme and 
mean-spirited, the "E" word. 

Mr. Clinton has used it, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] 
has used it, the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR] has used it. It seems 
like there is a concerted effort to use 
the "extreme" word to describe the 
mew majority. 

Mr. Speaker, the new majority was 
elected by a majority of the people in 
this country. I do not consider them 
extreme; I think they saw something 
wrong with 40 years of one-party rule 
in this House. I think they saw some
thing extreme about the spending over 
40 years, and something extreme about 
the rising taxation that this one-party 
rule for 40 years had placed upon the 
American people. 

What is extreme? What is extreme 
and mean-spirited about wanting a rea
sonable balanced budget within 7 
years? What is extreme about wanting 
to reform welfare and end welfare as we 
know it? What is extreme about a plan 
to save Medicare from bankruptcy? 
What is extreme about wanting to re
form Medicaid and allow the Gov
ernors, just like Governor Bill Clinton 
wanted, to see a change in Medicaid to 
save it and to make it more easily ad
ministered through the States. What is 
extreme about wanting to give tax cuts 
to families when the average family 
today is paying 40 percent of their in
come, and some approaching 50 per
cent, in local, State and Federal taxes? 
What is extreme about that? 

Mr. Speaker, what is extreme about 
spending $2.5 trillion over the next 7 
years, more than what we are spending 
now? How much more does the Presi
dent want to spend? 

What is extreme is a President that 
has said over and over again he wants 
a balanced budget, but he never can 
bring himself to do it. What is extreme 
is 40 years of tax-and-spend that has 
brought this Nation almost to bank
ruptcy with a $5 trillion debt. What is 
extreme is putting our children's fu
ture in jeopardy. 

I have a 13-year-old daughter that, if 
we continue spending and spending and 
spending without ever balancing the 
budget, in the year 2012 every tax dol
lar will be consumed by entitlements 
and interest on the debt. What kind of 
future will she have? What kind of fu
ture will she have when she approaches 
my age in the year 2030? The deficit for 
1 year will be over $4 trillion, just for 
1 year. 
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We are talking about the future of 
this Nation. What is extreme about 
wanting to save the economic vialibity 
of this Nation? 

It seems that our liberal friends, led 
by Mr. Clinton, are more concerned 
about next year than the years after. 

Extreme, mean-spirited. I have par
ents that are both 78 years old. I want 
to preserve the future of Medicare for 
them. I am a mainstream American. I 
came from mainstream America. I was 
elected by mainstream Americans that 
saw something critically wrong coming 
out of this Federal Government. 

There are a lot of 78-year-olds just 
like my parents back in the Second 
District of Kentucky that want to have 
Medicare in their future. But because 
of an extreme point of ?iew from the 
other side they are willing to see it go 
bankrupt before they are willing to 
save it for the future. 

INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS 
WEEK . 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
KIM). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Guam [Mr. 
UNDERWOOD] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mi'. Speaker, this 
week has been proclaimed by President 
Clinton as "International Human 
rights Week" to commemorate the 
adoption of the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights. 

The United States is a world leader 
in advancing the cause of human rights 
and is a signatory to two international 
treaties that guarantee these human 
rights, the U.N. Charter, and the Inter
national Covenant of Civil and Politi
cal Rights. Both of these treaties have 
been ratified by the U.S. Senate, and 
are therefore binding. 

I call our Nation's attention to Arti
cle I of the U .N. Charter and Article I 
of the International Covenant on Civil 
and Political Rights-in both treaties, 
the right to self-determination of peo
ples is affirmed. 

Self-determination for non-self gov
erning peoples is the foundation from 
which other human rights are exer
cised. Guam is a non self-governing ter
ritory, and its status as a non self-gov
erning territory whose people are enti
tled to exercise self-determination is 
specifically stated in the U.N. Charter. 
And we should note that Guam was 
placed on the United Nation's list of 
the non self-governing territories by 
the United States over 47 years ago. 

Within this context, it should be of 
great concern to this Congress and to 
the President that the desires of the 
people of Guam to exercise their rights 
and to improve their political status 
have not been met with the same fer
vor and the same level of attention 
that the United States gives to other 
peoples' problems. 

Every year it is always someone else 
or some other nation who needs to re
pair its record on human rights and 
self-determination. But what about 
Guam? What about our desires for po
litical rights and for our exercise of 
self-determination by our indigenous 
people? 

As President Clinton stated in his 
proclamation, "Peoples throughout the 
world look to the United States for 
leadership on human rights." Yes. Mr. 
President, that is correct, and to this I 
would add that people in the non self
governing colonies of the United States 
look to you for leadership on human 
rights. We look to you to respond to 
Guam's desire to create a new com
monwealth within the American politi
cal family. And we look to you to re
spond to our desire to exercise self-de
termination in deciding our political 
status. 

We ask that the United States fulfill 
the commitments it made to the people 
of Guam and to the community of na
tions when it signed and ratified the 
U.N. Charter and the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
and to be responsive to the inherent 
political commonsense of this Nation 
to extend full democracy everywhere. 

So far, the Federal Government's re
action has been sincere pledges to re
spond to Guam. And, for a while there, 
the Clinton administration looked like 
it had the commitment to respond in a 
serious way to Guam's efforts. But now 
we are stuck in neutral because of 
what surely would look like a comedy 
of errors, albeit unintentional, on the 
part of the administration. We have 
now gone through three status nego
tiators in 1995 alone. We have been un
able to negotiate because there is now 
no one to negotiate with. 

Can you imagine this happening with 
the Bosnian peace talks? Why would 
United Nation and international com
mitments now be meaningless when ap
plied to a United States colony? 

I call on the administration today to 
heed its own words, to live up to the 
international commitments and inter
national standards of human rights 
that it has agreed to in the U.N. Char
ter. 

We normally think of human rights 
violations as the violent denial of basic 
freedoms in many parts of the world. 
There is the denial of free expression 
and the incarceration of dissident 
voices. This is the violent abuse of 
human rights. 

But there are other forms. In much 
the same way that the neglect of chil
dren is also a form of child abuse as is 
violent behavior, ignoring the political 
desires of a people for whom you have 
a responsibility qualifies as an abuse of 
human rights. The people of Guam 
have spoken through local referenda 
and they deserve serious and sustained 
attention to their political aspirations. 
To ignore these political aspirations is 
an abuse of human rights by neglect. 

The Congress and the President as 
the representatives of the American 
people have consistently delivered the 
message throughout the world that 
good government can only begin when 
there is true consent of the governed. 
This is the core American creed. In the 
American territory of Guam, the vast 
majority of laws, the very political 
structure that the people live under are 
determined not by the people, but by a 
Congress in which they have no voting 
representation and by a President they 
have not elected. 

Government through the consent of 
the governed is the most basic of all 
political rights and should remain the 
cornerstone of the structure of human 
rights. We should challenge ourselves 
to make sure that human rights are de
fended not just under the American 
flag when our troops are deployed in 
foreign lands, but that these human 
rights are also defended under the 
American flag when it flies over the 
non self-governing U.S. territories. 

CELEBRATING COMMUNITY: THE 
OPENING OF THE NEW MARTIN 
LUTHER KING CENTER IN FREE
PORT, IL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KINGSTON). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MANZULLO] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, as we 
debate reaching the balanced budget by 
the year 2002 and what role the Federal 
Government should play in restoring 
hope to our children's future, one of 
the misguided arguments that some of 
my colleagues continue to banter in 
Congress and in the media is that the 
American people cannot trust anyone 
but the Federal Government to provide 
assistance and/or programs in the areas 
of need. 

By what arrogance can this argu
ment be made? To suggest that left to 
their own devices, the American people 
cannot provide for their families and 
neighbors? The notion that local com
munities and local governments cannot 
be trusted? Please. This country was 
built through the goodness of people 
helping people. From the earliest days 
of the original colonies, the people of 
this Nation have thrived off the com
mon goodness of its neighbors, its com
munities. 

If we are to believe that there is 
nothing trustworthy outside of the 
Federal behemoth bureaucracy, whom 
are we accusing of being 
untrustworthy? Which Governor? 
Which State legislature? Which coun
ty? Which city or school district? 
Which community can we not trust? 

I believe men and women, parents, 
elected officials, churches and other 
community leaders are best able to 
achieve the longest lasting and most 
effective changes we need in our soci
ety. Day by day, neighborhood by 
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neighborhood, child by child, family by 
family, America gets stronger. 

President Coolidge once said: "No 
person was ever honored for what he 
received. Honor has been the reward for 
what he gave." 

Let me tell you about what one com
munity has done. On November 18 of 
this year, the city of Freeport in the 
16th District of Illinois celebrated the 
achievements of hard effort and leader
ship when it opened the new Martin 
Luther King Jr. Community Campus, 
and this is a picture of that beautiful 
campus. This beautiful $3 million facil
ity was built and paid for without any 
tax dollars or Federal grants. The facil
ity was built with the commitment and 
dedication of the local community. 

It started with a vision by the late 
Rev. Robert Huff to create a commu
nity center where area children and 
families could get whatever assistance 
they needed. Unfortunately, he passed 
away before he could witness the re
ality of his vision. 

This beautiful new facility was made 
possible by the hard efforts and dedica
tion of people like Jack Meyers, who 
led the fundraising campaign, and Ray 
Alvarez of Honeywell's Microswitch, 
who was instrumental in rallying com
munity support for this construction. 

The new MLK Campus in Freeport 
has not been erected only of mortar 
and bricks. It stands firmly on the con
victions and hopes and dreams of the 
people dedicated to making Freeport a 
city committed to the future of their 
community, a future that is unified be
hind helping their neighbors locally. 

The community campus has already 
provided many tangible results. It 
helped Wendy Mader realize her dream 
of becoming a licensed day care pro
vider; Tameka Carter, who is reaching 
her dream of becoming a lawyer. And 
the Martin Luther King Campus helped 
Sharon Serna work through the single 
parent program to get off public aid, 
get an education, and become a reg
istered nurse. Her dream was made pos
sible by the local people who make the 
MLK Community Campus not only the 
envy but a model of what other com
munities in this country are accom
plishing. 

Again, the facility was built without 
one Federal dollar, built by the dedica
tion and hard effort of the people of a 
small city in rural Illinois. Have any of 
their programs used Federal dollars? 
Yes, but the programs are designed and 
tailored by the local people for the 
local people. 

Currently, Congress is working on 
major changes on how social services 
in this country are funded. The idea is 
that after 30 years of spending 40 cents 
out of every dollar on a huge Federal 
bureaucracy, we can be more efficient 
with our programs if we get the money 
back to the local people in the best 
manner possible. 

If centers like the King Campus 
choose to apply for tax dollars, they 
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should be able to get the most out of 
every tax dollar, not just 60 cents but 
90 or 95 cents. That kind of efficiency 
cannot be accomplished through a huge 
Federal bureaucracy. 

The campus is the perfect example of 
local control and local success. 

I salute the efforts of everyone at the 
MLK Campus. I salute the people who 
have found a second chance or the spe
cial assistance they need through the 
center. And I want to salute the people 
of Freeport, who in their own way have 
proven that we do not need the Federal 
Government dictating policy to provide 
for their community. 

What we need is the commitment and 
dedication of the people of the commu
nity who are willing to face a challenge 
and willing to meet the needs of the 
people they love so dearly and the peo
ple they serve so well. 

KEEPING THE DISTRICT IN 
BUSINESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, this is 
day one of the countdown to shutdown. 
I have been on the floor virtually every 
day since the last shutdown. But I 
speak not of the shutdown of the Fed
eral Government. There was an unin
tended consequence. The city I rep
resent was also shut down. 

A shutdown of a complicated big city 
is nothing short of a catastrophe. If 
there is a continuing resolution, it will 
be marginally better, but imagine put
ting handcuffs and a straitjacket on a 
city at the same time and then saying, 
"Run your city well on a weekend CR 
or a weeklong CR, and keep from over
obligating, and make sure you spend 
enough money.'' 

I am here this afternoon to express 
my gratitude to the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight and 
to the DC Subcommittee. 

Mr. Speaker, these two committees 
unanimously passed a bill to allow the 
District of Columbia to spend its own 
revenue instead of being shut down. I 
express my gratitude to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], the 
chairman of the committee, and to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DAVIS], 
the chairman of the subcommittee. I 
will put an op-ed piece by Mr. DAVIS on 
this very subject into the RECORD at · 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

The op-ed piece is headlined, "Why 
Shut Down the District?" The gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. DAVIS] mar
shals all the arguments for not doing 
so. 

Why was there such bipartisanship 
on this bill? In the first place, it was a 
matter of sheer principle. The Members 
knew and saw that shutting down the 
District was not their intent. They did 

not mean to catch a whole city in this 
fight. Then of course the Members saw 
up close what happens when you shut 
down a city and the trash is not col
lected, and the city cannot go about its 
daily business, and the citizens 'suffer. 
It is not a pretty picture. 

It is our money and only our own 
money that H.R. 2661 speaks to. The 
Federal payment would be left here at 
the discretion of the Congress. 

What is happening in the District of 
Columbia as I speak? The district is 
preparing to shut down. What a ter
rible diversion for a city on the brink 
of insolvency, when this Congress has 
told it to do otherwise, to prepare for 
reform of its financial and manage
ment operations. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY] was just on the floor saying 
that there could be a weekend or a 
weeklong CR. There could be two such 
CRs. Nobody can expect the District to 
run well in that way, even if it were 
healthy, as of course we know it is not. 

Speaker GINGRICH encouraged us to 
continue with the bills. He has been 
very helpful to the District in the past. 
I am asking him to bring the bill to the 
floor today, so that before midnight on 
Friday this body can guarantee that 
the city, where this body sits, will in 
fact be open for business. 

D 1515 

Only a few hours stand between us 
and closedown of a city we do not mean 
to close down. At midnight on Friday, 
the District of Columbia goes dark and 
hundreds of thousands of innocent by
standers will see their city go dark, 
while the Congress remains in session 
uninjured by any shutdown. No Mem
ber of this body desires that. No Mem
ber of this body would want to defend 
that. 

Please, help me to keep my city 
open. Help me to help my city recover. 
The city wants to do what the Congress 
has mandated it to do: get its house in 
order. This Congress has put a Control 
Board on the city, and now the Control 
Board has testified that the last thing 
the city needs is to be shut down and 
have to pay its employees for not com
ing to work-as would have to be the 
case since they would be forced onto 
administrative leave. That is not the 
way to run even a small town. 

I am here to say to my colleagues, we 
cannot run the Capital of the United 
States this way, and we cannot allow 
the word to go across the wires and 
around the world that some Federal 
agencies went back to work (and I con
gratulate you that some appropriations 
have now passed; it looks like ours will 
not, indeed, pass), but that the Con
gress of the United States allowed the 
Capital of the United States to close 
down catching 600,000 innocent people 
in the wake of our own special storm. 

I appreciate what the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and 
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the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
DAVIS] have done. I appreciate that the 
Speaker has encouraged us to keep this 
bill going forward. Now, a little more 
than 24 hours stand between us and 
keeping the city of the District of Co
lumbia, Washington, DC, open. Please, 
help us to do just that. 

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 14, 1995] 
WHY SHUT DoWN THE DISTRICT? 

(By Thomas M. Davis ill) 

Shutting down the federal government be
cause Congress and the president fail to 
agree on a budget resolution is an act that 
has many unintended victims and numerous 
unintended consequences. The damper these 
failures put on recruiting and maintaining 
the best and the brightest for our federal 
work force w111 be with us for some time. On 
another level. the backsliding it inflicts on 
our efforts to change the District of Colum
bia government are profound. 

The D.C. government is not just another 
federal agency. It is a front-line government 
providing vital health. safety and personal 
services to 570,000 residents and 300,000 met
ropolitan commuters. When federal agencies 
shut down. citizens in any city in the coun
try can st111 get a driver's license and reg
ister their automobiles. When federal agen
cies shut down, the states can continue to 
process AFDC and Social Security applica
tions. But when the District government 
shuts down, people needing services, whether 
medical care at a clinic or trash collection 
from their homes, are not served. 

Congress should act immediately to ensure 
that the District of Columbia can spend its 
own locally generated tax dollars during 
such a shutdown. We can do this before this 
week's expiration of the current continuing 
resolution Del. Eleanor Holmes Norton has 
introduced legislation, R.R. 2661, to allow 
the District to spend its own revenues even 
if its budget has not been approved by Con
gress (the budget w111 st111 be subject to ap
proval by the control board). I am a cospon
sor of R.R. 2661, which yesterday was ap
proved by the House subcommittee that 
oversees the District and is scheduled for full 
committee action today. It is imperative 
that Congress pass it for two important rea
sons. 

First. without passage of R.R. 2661, the 
District government is subject to being shut 
down again, as it was Nov. 14-19. That's be
cause the District's own appropriation has 
not been enacted, and there may be no con
tinuing resolution to keep the government 
open. 

The unique status of the District-the city 
cannot spend one penny of its budget, either 
local or federal revenues. without an appro
priations b111 being passed by Congress and 
signed by the president-has never before 
seemed important. In past federal shut
downs. the District appropriation had been 
enacted so that the city government could 
continue operations, or else the District has 
been put under a continuing resolution along 
with federal agencies that were without ap
proved appropriations. 

But this time there was no District appro
priation and no continuing resolution. This 
places on the District of Columbia a unique 
burden. Every other city or state In the 
country can continue to operate Its own pro
grams. and may even take up the slack of 
missing federal funds from its own revenues 
when the federal government ls shut down. 
But the District is stymied. 

This situation ls Inexcusable even In nor
mal times. but In the current financial crisis 

It has become extreme. The District lost 
more than $7 m1111on In productivity during 
the recent shutdown, according to the con
trol board, and 1 t failed to collect up to $70 
m1111on In revenue that It was owed. Mean
while, contractors around the metropolitan 
area are going bankrupt every day. and the 
IRS flles liens for unpaid tax withholding be
cause the District of Columbia doesn't have 
the cash to pay Its b1lls. Allowing the Dis
trict to fall even farther behind In its reve
nue. collection ls tantamount to negligence 
on the part of Congress. 

In addition to lost productivity and lost or 
delayed revenues. the very officials who have 
so much work ahead to rebulld and reform 
the city were forced to spend their time de
ciding what services and employees were 
"essential" in a government that ls already 
notoriously dysfunctional. Instead of work
ing on privatizing city services. City Admin
istrator Michael Rogers had to write fur
lough notices. Instead of reviewing contracts 
and Improving cash management, Chief Fi
nancial Officer Anthony Williams had to fig
ure out new ways not to pay b1lls. Instead of 
pushing ahead publicly with the council on 
urgently needed reforms, Mayor Barry could 
only wonder what new disaster he would 
have to deal with next. And the control 
board. which ls trying to push the District 
forward, could only make certain that the 
District complied with the provisions of the 
Anti-Deficiency Act and shut down every
thing that was not an imminent threat to 
health or safety. This ls no way to run a city 
In the grips of a financial crisis. 

Congress and the president could keep the 
federal and District governments open either 
by reaching a budget agreement or by enact
ing another continuing resolution. I am 
hopeful that one -of these two events w111 
occur before there's another shutdown. No 
one can possibly expect to escape the publlc 
outcry that would come from sending hun
dreds of thousands of workers home 10 days 
before Christmas. 

But there ls an even more compelllng rea
son to enact R.R. 2661 Immediately. While 
operating under a temporary continuing res
olution, the D.C. government has no legal 
authority to obllgate funds beyond the expi
ration of that resolution. Since continuing 
resolutions are emergency, stopgap meas
ures, this forces the District government to 
operate on an emergency basis, signing con
tracts and planning spending schedules from 
week to week. This ad hoc operational mode 
ls not only bad for contractors and other 
service providers; It runs exactly counter to 
what ls most needed In the District govern
ment: stab1llty and the ab1llty to make long
range decisions. 

Unless R.R. 2661 ls enacted and the District 
ls allowed to obligate Its own revenues, even 
without an appropriation bill, the District 
w111 continue to limp from crisis to crisis, 
lacking the ablllty to take concrete, long
term actions or to make the decisions that 
would be In everyone's best Interest. 

Congressional oversight and ultimate con
trol would not be threatened, because the 
District's federal payment ls not Included In 
R.R. 2661. This leglsla tlon would not free the 
District from federal oversight and would 
not give the city budget autonomy. It would 
simply allow the District to escape from the 
threat of shutdown and the gross lnefflclen
cles of operating on a week-to-week basis. 
and to at least be able to crawl along on Its 
own revenues during a budget Impasse. 

I am pleased that Speaker Gingrich, Presi
dent Clinton and the control board support 
this legislation. Congress should act now to 

pass It, and thus prevent further paid fur
loughs and a shutdown of city operations. 

CHANGING THE CULTURE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KINGSTON). Under the Speaker's an
nounced positively of May 12, 1995, the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
HAYWORTH] is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank several of my colleagues for 
joining me in the House Chamber. As 
we discuss the pending events, we lis
ten with great interest and, indeed, 
great agreement with our colleague, 
the delegate from the District of Co
lumbia, and we realize also that the 
people have sent us here to Washington 
to change a.culture, to change a perva
sive practice which has permeated this 
Chamber and, indeed, our national gov
ernance for half a century. 

In fairness, we should note that the 
Members of both parties have been in
volved in this, and it is this endless no
tion of tax-and-spend and tax-and
spend and tax yet higher and spend yet 
more. It is worth noting that one of our 
founders, Benjamin Franklin, said that 
there were only two certainties in this 
life: death and taxes. I dare say, if Mr. 
Franklin were with us in this Chamber 
as we prepare to confront this next 
century, he might amend his statement 
to say that higher taxes could lead to 
the death of the American Nation if we 
do not change what has gone on before. 

The facts are these: In 1948, the aver
age American family of four surren
dered 3 percent of its income in taxes 
to the Federal Government. By 1994, 
that same average family of four sur
rendered almost one-quarter of its in
come, 24 percent, in taxes to the Fed
eral Government. 

It has been noted by Members of both 
parties that change is hard. Change is 
difficult. But as the newcomers to this 
Congress who join me this afternoon 
along with one of our distinguished 
Members of the sophomore class will 
bear out, change is necessary if we are 
to make a difference, if we are to pre
pare this last best hope of mankind to 
adequately confront the next century. 

The people of the Sixth District of 
Arizona said it pretty simply in No
vember of 1994. indeed, I think it was 
said across the country. The realiza
tion is this: The people of America 
work hard for the money they earn, 
and there is nothing selfish and there 
is nothing ignoble about Americans 
hanging on to more of their hard
earned money so that they may decide 
how best to save, spend, and invest for 
their families, so that they may make 
critical choices so vital to their chil
dren's future and so that they as sen
iors can hold on to more of their 
money again to make choices that are 
best for them. 

As I look around the Chamber, it is a 
formidable lineup. One of the gentle
men seated here, who we will hear from 
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shortly, indeed, an NFL Hall of Farner, 
one of the gentlemen to my left, 
uncharacteristically, a resident of Cali
fornia, indeed, I call him an honorary 
Arizonan, for his mother was born in 
the Sixth District of Arizona, near the 
Inspiration Mine, I know he will have 
words of inspiration for us; our friend 
from Nebraska, one of three newcomers 
on the House Committee on Ways and 
Means. It is worth noting the last Re
publican freshman to hold one of those 
spots was in 1966, a gentleman who 
went on to become President of these 
United States, one George Bush; our 
good friend from Indiana is here, who 
has worked so hard on trying to get a 
handle on regulations; our good friend 
from Kentucky from the sophomore 
class, who speaks so eloquently and is 
really a redshirt freshman, if you will, 
for he came by way of a special elec
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, now it is my honor to 
turn to the one-time Princeton line
backer, who is proud of his Tigers in 
their accomplishments this year on the 
gridiron, who went on to law school at 
Wake Forest, and he helped to tutor 
those teams and improve the record of 
those Demon Deacons, my friend, the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Eim
LICH]. 

Mr. EHRLICH. As usual, I am at a 
loss for words when the gentleman 
from Arizona introduces us. It is such a 
great opportunity to be with my col
leagues from all over the country 
today to talk about, as the gentleman 
said, change, change that is long over
due in this society, change, and I be
lieve the gentleman's words were nec
essary and hard. 

I would point out to the gentleman, 
and we have a piece of evidence with us 
today, I would point out to the gen
tleman that change is hard in our soci
ety in the 1990's because some groups 
in our society do not like change. They 
do not want change. They will say any
thing to ensure change does not occur. 

As the gentleman sees, I have 
brought the actual transcript with me 
of a little ad that is running around 
the country. The AF~IO. a big labor 
group, and I should make this point, 
not all elements of big labor but some 
big labor leaders and, of course, some 
big labor leaders love big government 
and, as a result, do not love this new 
majority nor this freshman class, but 
some members of big labor are running 
this ad. 

I would like to direct a few questions 
to the gentleman from Arizona and my 
hallmate, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. RADANOVICH]' my very good 
friend and the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. MCINTOSH], "Mr. Deregulation," 
my very, very good friend on our Sub
committee on Government Reform. 
What I would like to do, with the gen
tleman's indulgence, is take a look for 
the next 10 or 15 minutes; let us take a 
look at the verbiage used by big labor 

to fight not an agenda for America's 
working families but to fight this new 
majority who have the real interest of 
America's working families at heart, 
the real people who work for a living, 
who sent every one of us here. Every 
one of this group was sent here by peo
ple who work and who resent these sort 
of commercials. 

The gentleman from Arizona, the 
commercial begins, "On November 20, 
our Congressman," fill in the blank, 
"voted with NEWT GINGRICH and 
against working families." What vote? 
The balanced budget, the balanced 
budget for America"s working fami
lies. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming my 
time, how on Earth can that statement 
even be made? For why would a bal
anced budget work against America's 
families? Are we not putting money 
back in the pockets of working fami
lies by balancing the budget on a 30-
year mortgage? Are we not realizing 
real cash that stays in the wallets and 
pockets of working families? By lower
ing interest rates with a balanced 
budget, are we not really helping to 
fulfill the American dream? 

I am just curious that the gentleman 
from Maryland understands the ration
ale for this statement and if it is 
grounded within any type of intellec
tual fact. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Of course not. If the 
gentleman will yield further, let us 
look at what follows the introduction. 
I know the gentleman from Indiana 
and the gentleman from California are 
chomping at the bit here, but it is es
sential that the American people un
derstand big labor loves big govern
ment. They do not want a balanced 
budget. They do not want the agenda 
that every member of this freshman 
class ran on in support of the American 
family, in support of people who work 
for a living, who resent the increasing 
instrusion of big government into their 
lives every day. 

Second line, "He voted to cut Medi
care." Third line, "Education and col
lege loans." Fourth line, my favorite, 
"Class warfare." Class warfare from big 
labor. "All to give huge tax breaks to 
big corporations," and our favorite, 
"the rich." 

I yield to the gentleman from Indi
ana. 

Mr. McINTOSH. I thank the gen
tleman from Maryland. I appreciate 
your diligence ferreting out the truth 
on these ads. It is about time we had a 
standard of truch in advertising that 
would apply to some of the claims that 
are made. 

Is it not true, though, that the aver
age worker will benefit from our bal
anced budget because of lower interest 
rates, where, if they have to borrow 
$15,000 to buy a new car, they will be 
able to save $900 over the loan? Now 
that is $900 that is more of his take
home money that he can pay. And is it 

not true, in my district, for example, 
the median income is $25,000; a lot of 
people work in factories. We have got 
several GM plants. We have got fac
tories all over the District. That $25,000 
though, $9,000 goes to pay for taxes for 
city, State, and Federal taxes. And is it 
not true that a key part of our budget 
plan says, "For a family of four we are 
going to take $1,000 of that $9,000 in 
taxes and let you keep it? You do not 
have to deduct it out of your paycheck 
every week and send it to Washington 
to pay for the bureaucrats; it is yours 
to take home, to buy food for your 
kids, to save for college, to make pay
ments on that car we talked about." 

So is it not true that every aspect of 
this budget is actually going to be good 
for the working men and women that 
the AF~IO say they represent? 

Mr. EHRLICH. I know the gentleman 
from California, and he has been ac
cused of supporting from California, 
and he has been accused of supporting 
the rich as well, and I know that for a 
fact. But if I can answer the gentle
man's question. of course, it is for the 
working people. But it is very dan
gerous medicine for big labor, for some 
elements of big labor, and they do not 
want the American people to know the 
facts. 

Mr. RADANOVICH. My first com
ment on this is that, you know, if this 
was the advertising program of a pri
vate corporation, they would be in 
court right now pending lawsuits 
against them for truth-in-advertising. I 
know you did not vote to cut Medicare, 
because I voted the same as you, and I 
did not vote to cut Medicare. There is 
not a person in this Chamber here who 
voted to cut Medicare. We voted to in
crease spending on Medicare by 50 per
cent over a 7-year period from the cur
rent $4,800 per beneficiary to at least 
$6, 700 per beneficiary over 7 years. 

0 1530 
Now, I do not know what kind of an 

idiot these people think the American 
people are, but that is not a cut. The 
American people are smarter than 
that. 

I would also like to comment on the 
fact that this Congress has not been 
working for working families, because 
we spend more than we take in. I would 
like to challenge any one of you to try 
to make sense about how we can be for 
working families while we cannot even 
balance our own budget, while we are 
deliberately spending more money than 
we are taking in. That is not good for 
families. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. If the gentleman 
would yield, that is exactly the point, 
for this Congress should do no less than 
working families do every week or 
every month around the kitchen table, 
trying to come to grips with their own 
family budget, to make adjustments, 
to fight in part the battle of taxation 
that is too high, so that they know how 
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best to allocate their resources gov
erned by this simple fact: They do not 
spend more than they take in or they 
are faced with one of the worse 4-letter 
words ever to come up, D-E-B-T, debt. 

To quantify it, I do not believe this 
ad tells the truth. If you are going to 
say the rich, indeed with the family 
tax credit that my colleague from Indi
ana points out, it is a very expensive 
definition of rich, if we are to trust the 
ad of big labor, for it affects over 80 
percent of American families across 
the economic strata. And that is the 
impact of the ad. 

While we are in the neighborhood, 
and I know my friend from Indiana has 
a point, but just one other thing to say 
to respond to my colleague from Cali
fornia's musings about this particular 
advertisement and others like it: I 
have challenged my former colleagues 
in broadcasting, and indeed I did this 
at one of the local stations in Phoenix 
going to what in effect was a meeting 
of their editorial board, I said, friends, 
the reality checks, the truth watches 
that you do during the election season, 
why not continue now? Why not check 
the veracity of these ads? 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I would call on 
broadcasters who are licensed in the 
public interest, local news divisions, 
network news divisions, do your own 
reality checks, do your own truth 
watches on these repugnant, patently 
false advertisements, for this is an on
going campaign. 

Mr. McINTOSH. The question I get 
from people when I go home is my are 
they being dishonest? Why is this ad 
not telling the truth? Why does not the 
President tell the truth about what is 
going on? I have been trying to puzzle 
through that, because I do not under
stand why they would so patently lie to 
the American people time and time 
again. 

This chart I think explains one of the 
reasons that is going on. It show how 
in our budget process we have been 
continuing to negotiate over how much 
we are going to spend each year. The 
top line shows the freshmen started 
out with $11.2 trillion. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin, Mr. MARK NEUMANN, 
who joined us here in the Chamber, de
veloped a budget that would be bal
anced in 5 years and only spend $11.2 
trillion over that 7-year period. But we 
did not pass that in the House. Instead 
we passed a $11.78 trillion 7-year bal
anced budget, and then negotiated with 
the Senate, where some of the Presi
dent's allies inched it up to $11.9 tril
lion. Then when we passed the act 
again this fall it went up a little bit 
further and further to this point, where 
we are at $12.004 trillion. What the 
President wants to do is add another 
$400 billion to that and take it up even 
further. 

The bottom part of the chart shows 
what they have done with the taxes. In 
the Contract With America we started 

out with $358 billion of tax cuts for the 
American family. Then in compromis
ing with the Senate, we came to $245 
billion in tax cuts. Now the President 
wants to shrink that down to about $70 
billion of tax cuts. You can see the par
allel. As they cut back on tax relief 
and get more money for the Govern
ment, they can spend more over and 
over again. 

So the question is, do we want to 
spend more for the bureaucrats' budget 
here in Washington, or do we want 
more for the family budget, for people 
who are living in America trying to 
make ends meet? 

What we have said in the freshmen 
class in particular and in the Repub
lican Congress is enough is enough. We 
think $12 trillion is plenty of money to 
spend on the Government programs, 
and we need to start focusing on giving 
families some tax relief so that they 
can have an easier time of balancing 
their budgets and have more money 
available. 

Let me make one other point. That 
would be reason why I think they are 
being dishonest. They want to spend 
more money and are afraid if they tell 
the truth people will focus on what the 
effect is for the family budget. 

The second reason is, and I wanted to 
ask the question whether in his re
search on this issue of welfare for lob
byists, whether this advertisement was 
paid for by any groups who received 
taxpayer money? 

Mr. EHRLICH. You mean grant re
form? The dirty little secret this class 
has exposed? We have been joined by 
three of our wonderful colleagues in 
the freshman class. You mean $39 bil
lion in taxpayer money? 

Mr. McINTOSH. Is it possible these 
groups want to make sure that some of 
this spending ends up going into their 
coffers? So they are going to lobby and 
send ads to make sure that they con
tinue to live on the trough of all this 
Government spending? 

Mr. EHRLICH. As the gentleman 
knows, we have exposed, I think, "we" 
being the class in the new major! ty, 
have exposed a lot of very relevant in
formation that the people of America 
need to know about, some nonprofits, 
some for-profits, some groups in this 
country, who continually take the tax
payers' money, not to spend it to help 
people, but to lobby Congress for more 
money. 

The gentleman has been a leader in 
this respect, and I congratulate him. 

Before our new colleagues begin, I 
would like to respond for one minute to 
the gentleman from California. I know 
the gentleman from Arizona has some
thing to say about this, too. 

The gentleman from California asked 
are people this stupid? Are people this 
naive, to believe this sort of ad? I have 
good news for the gentleman. The an
swer is no. Calls coming into my office 
from union members eight to one say 

"EHRLICH, stay the course. Balance the 
budget. Protect me. Do what we sent 
you to Washington to do." And there is 
a great distinction that big labor would 
not have us talk about, the gentleman 
from Arizona and California, and that 
is this: If the labor membership fol
lowed labor leadership, the seven of us 
would not be on this floor today. We 
would not be on this floor, because the 
membership understands where their 
bread is buttered, and that is with a 
balanced budget, and that is with a less 
intrusive Federal Government. 

Mr. McINTOSH. If the gentleman 
would yield for one quick second, be
fore we switch from that point, let me 
reinforce your message. When I go 
home, I go through factory tours a lot, 
virtually every other weekend or so, 
and I walk up and down the line and 
ask people working for a living, "any 
message for Washington? Anything you 
wanted me to take back with me when 
I go back there?'' Time and time again 
I hear from them, "Yeah, cut our 
taxes. We are having a difficult time 
making ends meet. If you guys take 
less of my paycheck, I can work for a 
living and have a better life." 

That is the message from the rank 
and file. It is not getting up to their 
leadership. But, fortunately, the rank 
and file guys and women who are work
ing for a living know the difference, 
and I think they are going to continue 
to support our effort to balance that 
budget. 

Mr. RADANOVICH. So too in my dis
trict. When we faced the recent Gov
ernment shutdown, I represent fortu
nately an area that has three national 
parks, Yosemite, Kings and Sequoia 
National Parks. Putting Federal em
ployees out of work and giving them 
time off, they get paid. They worry a 
little bit, but they get retroactive pay. 
But in my district the people that suf
fered were those who depend on the 
tourist economies in these small com
munities, the one I was born and raised 
in, Mariposa, other communities, 
Oakhurst and Sonora, those areas, 
those businesses suffered. I had people 
that suffered a 50-percent loss in reve
nues during that period of time. 

Still, the amount of response that I 
got during that time was at nine to 
one, "stay the course." And what they 
called to say was that they are not 
buying this, because, thank God for 
Rush Limbaugh and C-SPAN, these 
people, the everyday American can 
spot somebody who is not telling the 
truth. They are much more educated 
than before. This may have worked 
over the last 40 years, but it is not 
working today. 

So I have got faith in people. When I 
walk down and talk to transportation, 
parcel post deliverers, and their on-line 
employees, basically their message to 
me was, "George, don't bother coming 
home if you lose this budget battle." 
They say "Hang in there." They know 
exactly what is going on. 
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Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming the 

time, I thank my friend from Califor
nia for making that point. I thank my 
friend from Maryland for making a 
very key distinction between those 
who are bosses of big labor and those 
who labor for a living. The miners in 
the Sixth District of Arizona, who want 
to hand on to more of their paychecks, 
who understand the overburdensome 
taxation their families face, and who 
came out in record numbers in 1994 to 
say that we want a change. 

So I salute the gentleman from 
Maryland for again exposing this. I 
challenge the mass media to follow 
suit with their own reality checks, 
their own truth watches. 

I know perhaps if there is a footnote 
the gentleman would like to add, I just 
looked to the well and I know that 
your exploits on the gridiron among 
the members of this class are exceeded 
only by our good friend who returned 
to his native Oklahoma to run for this 
body, but before that distinguished 
himself in the National Football 
League, and indeed entered that Hall of 
Fame, the best hands in the freshman 
class and one of the brightest minds, I 
would yield now to our good friend 
from Oklahoma, Mr. LARGENT. 

Mr. LARGENT. I wanted to thank 
my loquacious colleague from Arizona 
for yielding to me. Really I begin my 
time here by making a confession, and 
that is I have one of the poorest senses 
of direction in existence. In fact, I have 
gotten to the point where I do not even 
trust my own sense of direction. I have 
on my key chain a compass that I 
carry around with me in Washington, 
DC, and I found it has come in handy as 
we wander through the Halls of Con
gress. 

The reason I bring that up is that I 
found I have learned not to trust my 
own sense of direction. In fact, I get 
particularly turned around when I go 
shopping in the mall with my wife, and 
we go shopping for 2 or 3 hours, and go 
in and out of the stores. By the time we 
are done shopping, I cannot find the 
car. So what I have learned to do is as 
I come out of the mall and I am trying 
to determine which way the car is, if I 
think it is to the right, I always go to 
the left, and 99 percent of the time I 
am right. 

What I have also learned in my short 
time in Congress is that if everybody in 
Washington, DC is saying to go left, if 
I go right, I am probably doing the 
right thing. And that really brings me 
to the point of why I have come here 
this evening, and many of my col
leagues are joining me here this 
evening, and that is to talk about the 
tax relief that is offered in the Bal
anced Budget Act of 1995. 

Because I want to tell you, and I also 
confess that even some of our ·Repub
lican colleagues have fallen into this 
trap, that Washington, DC is saying 
"Go left, out into left field, on the $245 

billion tax cut, because the American 
people are saying don't give tax cuts; 
balance the budget.'' 

But I want to make a very, very im
portant point to the American people 
tonight, one that they need to under
stand, that there is nobody in Washing
ton, DC that is saying "Don't do the 
tax cuts in order that we can balance 
the budget sooner." People need to 
know that. People do not want the tax 
cuts because they want to spend the 
money here in Washington, DC. It is 
not that they want to take $245 billion 
away from the taxpayers in order that 
we can eliminate the deficit sooner 
than 2002. 

It is they want to take the $245 bil
lion of taxpayer money away from 
them so they can spend it on programs 
X, Y, and Z. That is why they do not 
want to give you back your taxpayer 
money, and I think, frankly, that the 
Republicans have done a very poor job 
of defending the tax cuts and explain
ing why they are so important. 

The first reason, there are two rea
sons in my mind, the point I would like 
to make before I yield to other gentle
men to talk about the specifications of 
the tax package. The most important 
reason that we need to have $245 billion 
in our tax relief for the American tax
payer is just that. The Federal Govern
ment does not have a single dollar, ex
cept the dollars that they collect from 
American taxpayers. We do not have 
any money, except for the money that 
we take from the American taxpayers. 
So the first and most important reason 
that we need tax relief in this country 
today is in order that the taxpayers 
can keep more of their hard-earned 
money. 

You see, there are some of us in Con
gress that believe that taxpayers and 
families can spend their money more 
wisely, more efficiently, more effec
tively for their families than we can in 
Washington, DC. And I know that my 
colleagues that are gathered here this 
afternoon believe that. 

But, second, and this is equally im
portant to understand, the reason that 
the tax cuts are necessary is that it is 
a critical, an important, an unbeliev
able mechanism to decrease the size of 
Government. You see, if we take that 
$245 billion, as I said earlier, we are not 
going to apply it to the deficit. We are 
not going to cut spending. We are going 
to spend more. 

D 1545 
And so the tax relief package that is 

contained within the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1995 does just that, it not only 
gives the taxpayers back their own 
money, but, at the same time, the Bal
anced Budget Act of 1995 reduces the 
size and cost of the Federal Govern
ment, at the same time still getting us 
to a path to a balanced budget in the 
year 2002. 

Now, I would like to yield back to my 
colleague from Arizona and ask if he 

would yield to our other colleagues 
here that are prepared to talk about 
the tax relief specifics. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma 
for restoring our sense of direction 
with his very illustrious examples, and 
I look to the other side of the aisle, 
where in this special order we are 
joined by our colleagues, but I think 
symbolically of the fact that we want 
to reach out to the other side of the 
aisle; that we hope to work together to 
confront this next century, and I would 
simply yield to my good friend from 
Nebraska, the gentleman who sits on 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 
where tax policy is formulated, our 
good friend Mr. CHRISTENSEN. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Would the gentleman 
from Nebraska bear with me for 20 sec
onds? 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. I would gladly 
yield. 

Mr. EHRLICH. I am happy of two 
things: First; I have the time to speak 
today; and, second, I never had to 
catch this guy. 

Before the gentleman from Nebraska, 
our colleague, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, be
gins, I would make one point that I 
think is very relevant. We would love 
to do every day what symbolically we 
are doing here today; reaching out. 
However, the one precondition all of 
us, and I think I speak for everyone in 
this majority feels that that pre
condition is every debate, every rea
sonable debate must be on facts. 

When demagoguery and class warfare 
and generational warfare run the air
waves and run this floor, it is very dif
ficult to reach out. 

I yield back and thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, re
claiming my time, I think Ro be rt J. 
Samuelson said it best in the Washing
ton Post in a commentary of a few 
weeks ago when he said, when one side 
continuously distorts the facts and re
fuses to debate the policy, then the 
purpose is not to debate, it is to de
stroy. 

Mr. Speaker, here to help destroy and 
shatter some of the myths that have 
been propagated, again it is our good 
friend, the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I think our friend from Tulsa has put 
his finger on the problem, and that is 
this Government, Washington DC, has 
had an appetite for spending. All they 
want to do is spend, spend, spend. The 
more money going into the coffers, the 
more they can spend. 

This is not about whether it is $245 
billion or used to be $360 billion in tax 
relief. What we are talking about now 
is the administration wanting to com
promise and to increase the consump
tion of the Federal Government. 

One of the areas in the Ways and 
Means that we worked so hard on, and 
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I campaigned on for over 2 years, was 
capital gains tax relief, the center
piece, I believe, of getting this econ
omy moving, keeping it a robust econ
omy, and returning people's money 
back to where it belongs, in their own 
pockets and not in the Federal Govern
ment's. Not in the bureaucracy. 

In Nebraska alone, over 200,000 Ne
braskans will see relief from a capital 
gains tax cut. As a matter of fact, the 
overall tax package in Nebraska will 
see 580,000 Nebraskans benefit from a 
capital gains, a child care tax credit, or 
some provision in our tax package. 
That is putting money back in their 
pocket, taking it out of wasteful pro
grams that have overspent and have 
gone into $5 trillion in debt over the 
last 40 years. 

What we are doing is talking about 
putting the trust in the people, wheth
er it is in Arizona or Oklahoma or Ne
braska or South Carolina, and the 
thought and the belief that they can 
spend their own money better than 
Federal bureaucrats can in 'W'ashing
ton, DC. I am a strong supporter and a 
believer in the fact that I know how to 
spend my buck better than some bu
reaucrat down at Treasury. 

That is why I believe that the tax 
package has been compromised too 
much already, and I think that to 
move off that $245 billion tax figure 
would be a big mistake and would be a 
win for the bureaucracy, a win for as
usual politics. I think that this fresh
man class stands up and will make our 
voices loud. 

Mr. LARGENT. 'W'ould the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Yes, I would. 
Mr. LARGENT. I talked to the gen

tleman earlier, and he mentioned, as a 
member of the Committee on 'W'ays and 
Means, that he had a figure for what 
the total tax cut package was in rela
tionship to the entire budget over the 
next 7 years. Does the gentleman recall 
that figure? 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Less than 2 per
cent. 'W'e are talking about less than 2 
percent of returning the people's 
money back to them. Over the next 7 
years, all the budgets added up, 2 per
cent is what the tax package is. Is it 
asking too much of this Federal bu
reaucracy, of this Federal Government, 
to return 2 percent of the money back 
to the people? I think not. 

I yield to my friend from South Caro
lina. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Anybody who is trying to bring this 
to a conclusion and is listening, they 
need to understand this. If we want to 
take money from the family budget 
and spend it in 'W'ashington, DC, to get 
a deal, count me out. If we want to ad
just senior citizens' payments to get 
more money to spend in 'W'ashington, 
count me out. If we want to take $135 
billion of so-called new money and 

spend it on 'W'ashington, DC, count me 
out. 

I think we are going to find a lot 
more people saying exactly what I have 
said. 

What does $12 trillion mean? If any
one is doubting that there is room for 
a tax cut and a need for a tax cut, let 
me tell my colleagues what the Federal 
Government takes from us-$12 trillion 
is spent in 'W'ashington. If we spent Sl 
million a day it would take us 2,700 
years to spend Sl trillion. 

'W'e have a $5 trillion debt. To retire 
Sl trillion of the national debt would be 
equivalent to $3,814 from every man, 
woman, and child in America. My col
leagues and I all know that every 
American does not pay taxes. The ones 
that are paying, are paying a ton of it. 

I firmly believe that the 'W'ashington, 
DC, budget has got plenty of room to 
be reduced. The family budget is on a 
shoestring, and if we are going to let 
people spend money on a family, let 
the family people do it and get us out 
of the business. 

I want to make one last point. If we 
divide the population of the United 
States into the budget of the United 
States over a 7-year period, the Federal 
Government will spend $162, 764 on a 
family of 4. To me, that is enough. 

I yield back my time. 
Mr. HAY'W'ORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank my good friend from South Caro
lina for the points he makes and re
claiming my time, I just think it is im
portant to understand one historical 
perspective to really stand in relief. 

It is worth noting that in 1992 can
didate Clinton talked about tax relief 
for the middle class; and then, upon 
taking the oath of office, President 
Clinton gave us the largest tax in
crease in American history. And there 
has followed, from that broken prom
ise, a string of broken promises, not 
only with taxation but with balancing 
this budget. 

And with that in mind, I would yield 
to our good friend from 'W'isconsin, who 
has done yeoman's work, gotten in 
there, rolled up his sleeves, taken out a 
sharpened pencil and taken a true look 
at what is at stake for the American 
family and the American Nation with 
the budget. I yield time now to the 
gentleman from 'W'isconsin. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for this time, and I go 
back to what the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM] said. He 
is exactly right here. The question is 
how much money we are spending. And 
I would like someone, just someone out 
there to call my office and say, we 
think the Federal Government should 
spend more money. That never hap
pens. Nobody calls my office and says 
we are not spending enough money; 
spend more money. That never hap
pens. 

Here is what has gone on with the 
budgets we have now and why we can-

not reach agreement here. 'W'e have 
CBO-scored numbers, an apples-to-ap
ples comparison of what is being spent 
and where the deficits are going. 

Mr. HAY'W'ORTH. If the gentleman 
would yield for a second, would the 
gentleman please tell us what the acro
nym stands for and why it is so impor
tant? 

Mr. NEUMANN. It is the Congres
sional Budget Office. And what is very 
significant in this is that we now are 
using the same numbers to compare 
our plans to balance the budget. 

What I have on this chart with me is 
what the deficits are in each of the 
years from now through the year 2002, 
showing that in the Republican plan, 
the plan that has been laid on the 
President's desk and has now been ve
toed, we go through the deficits. They 
go through a decline until we reach a 
$3 billion surplus in the year 2002. 

Let me make this perfectly clear. 
'W'ith CBO scoring, we do reach a bal
anced budget in the year 2002, as each 
and every person standing in this room 
today promised their constituents, and 
as we, as a Congress, have promised the 
American people we would do. It has 
been done. 

The President's budget, last week, 
and I have to tell my colleagues, I was 
a little different than some of my col
leagues even in this room. I said, let us 
wait and see. Let us take a good hard 
look at the President's budget and let 
us see what this budget says and see if 
we cannot reach a conclusion looking 
at the President's budget. 

'W'e have it now. 'W'e have a fair com
parison between the President's budget 
and what was presented to him. They 
are scored with the Congressional 
Budget Office. The same set of numbers 
are evaluated in both plans. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, if 
my friend from 'W'isconsin would yield 
for a quick question. Does that top 
number, with the plus 3, even include 
the tax cu ts? 

Mr. NEUMANN. Yes, it does. It does 
include the tax cu ts. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. So we balance 
the budget in the year 2002, including 
the $245 billion in tax cuts. The Presi
dent's number is a lower amount in tax 
cuts and does not balance the budget; 
is that correct? 

Mr. NEUMANN. That is exactly 
right. And here we can really clearly 
define what the problems are as we 
work toward balancing the budget. As 
we can see, in year 7 of the President's 
plan, we have a $115 billion deficit. 

I want to make this perfectly clear to 
everyone in this room. As far as I am 
concerned, this is not about the Presi
dent or Democrats and Republicans 
fighting with each other. This is about 
the future of our country. This is about 
our children's future that we are talk
ing about here. 'W'e have to get this 
number, right here, where it says $115 
billion of deficit, that has to be zero or 
we have not balanced the budget. 
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It has to be a black number. It has to 

be a number that is a positive number 
or zero, or we, in fact, have not done 
what we promised for the American 
people, and that is balance the budget. 

Mr. RADANOVICH. Would the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. NEUMANN. Be happy to yield. 
Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. NEUMANN, 

would you care to reiterate the results 
of the last shutdown, and what was the 
agreement made by the administra
tion, and how they would submit their 
next budget? 

Mr. NEUMANN. Sure. In the shut
down in November, we reached a con
clusion that extended the Government 
operations for a period of time. We all 
promised, Republicans and Democrats, 
that we would bring a plan to the table 
that was balanced under a 7-year plan 
with CBO scoring. 

This plan is not balanced on a 7-year 
plan with CBO scoring, and it does not 
keep the promise that was made as re
cently as November, that we would 
have a plan from both sides of the aisle 
that was balanced in 7 years using CBO 
scoring. 

Mr. LARGENT. Would the gentleman 
yield? That was not a promise. That 
was a contractual agreement; is that 
not correct? 

Mr. NEUMANN. That is exactly 
right. It was a written contractual 
agreement between the Republican 
leadership, between all of us when we 
voted on it, and the President of the 
United States. That is exactly right. 

So that the bottom line is these num
bers are cut and dried, folks. This is 
not a Republican-Democrat debate at 
this point. This is a mathematical 
statement of facts that I am bringing 
to my colleagues. We do not have a bal
anced budget under the President's 
plan. It is $115 billion short in the last 
year. 

Mr. RADANOVJCH. Would the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. NEUMANN. Sure. 
Mr. RADANOVICH. I want to point 

out, then, because the gentleman's ex
ample here perfectly illustrates the 
frustration that we are experiencing in 
Washington when we make a pledge to 
the American people, many of us who 
are here for the first time, that we are 
going to go back and balance the budg
et, and then we run into a game of cha
rades basically, in order to drum up 
phony numbers so that we can live up 
to our obligations made with regard to 
balancing the budget in 7 years. 

So, unfortunately, I think through 
this process, if there is any good that 
can come out of it, would be commit
ments made and kept, but also honest 
numbers. Because that is really what is 
driving, I think, the American people 
nuts and driving this whole con
troversy right now. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I think 
there is another important thing that 
shows up here. If we were to put into 

law the Republican plan, exactly as it 
was presented to the President, that 
does get to a balance in 7 years, we 
would still add $635 billion to the na
tional debt over the next 7 years. So 
under the Republican plan, we would be 
adding $635 billion to the debt and we 
have not solved all the problems yet. 

But under the President's plan we 
would be adding over $1 trillion, an 
extra $365 billion to the Federal debt. 
And, folks, that is our children we are 
talking about. They will have to pay 
that money back. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Would the gentleman 
yield? This has been a fascinating con
versation. The gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. LARGENT] mentioned some
thing a while ago; that the game in 
Washington is not to take the $245 bil
lion in tax cuts and to balance the 
budget with the money, the game is to 
spend it. 

From what the gentleman has been 
able to tell me, and what the gen
tleman from Nebraska, JOHN 
CHRISTENSEN, has said, I think we have 
some pretty good evidence that is true. 

0 1600 
Is it not fair to say that the Presi

dent's tax cut plan is at $78 billion, I 
believe? 

Mr. NEUMANN. That is correct. 
Mr. GRAHAM. He cut taxes at $78 bil

lion, and he is $115 billion out of bal
ance. That is pretty good evidence that 
the money that he took away from our 
tax cut went to spend more money on 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Failed welfare 
programs and failed social programs. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I think that is a very 
telling point. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Going through 
some of the areas, I just want to ask if 
the gentleman's understanding is the 
same as mine. Have we increased or de
creased spending in education, job 
training, and student loans? 

Mr. NEUMANN. We have clearly in
creased spending. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. How about Med
icare? 

Mr. NEUMANN. Medicare spending is 
going from $4,800 in the system to 
$7 ,100 per person in the system over the 
next 7 years. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Veterans? 
Mr. NEUMANN. Veterans' benefits 

are increased $400 million, and the HUD 
VA appropriations bill is the only one 
of them that is increased. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. How about wel
fare spending? 

Mr. NEUMANN. Welfare spending is 
going up significantly, from about $90 
billion to $140 billion this year to the 
year 2002. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. I know in Ne
braska a lot of people have asked me 
why are we spending so much. 

Mr. NEUMANN. That is the question 
I keep coming back to. When I show 
these numbers to my folks back home 

and I say. "Even under the Republican 
plan we are adding $635 billion to the 
debt over the next 7 years," does the 
gentleman know what they say to me? 
"Why are you doing that? Why are you 
doing that? Get this job done faster." 

That is why earlier this year we did 
present a plan that balanced the budg
et in 5 years and then did something we 
do not usually talk about here. It paid 
off the debt in a 30-year period of time, 
and we did not use any Social Security 
trust fund money to do that. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Did the gentleman 
view the media report a couple of days 
ago that had Mrs. Clinton testifying 
before Congress about Medicare saying 
that if we control the growth of Medi
care, if we reduce it from 11 percent to 
6 to 7 percent, we can balance the budg
et and protect Medicare and keep it 
from going broke? Did the gentleman 
see that report? 

Mr. NEUMANN. I sure have. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Is it not true that our 

spending on Medicare is at 7.2 percent? 
Mr. CHRISTENSEN. That is correct. 
Mr. GRAHAM. We are spending more 

on Medicare than her testimony. Is the 
gentleman aware of a speech that the 
President made to an AARP group in 
1993-excuse me, 1995, where he indi
cated, might have been 1993; I do not 
want to get my facts wrong-where he 
indicated that Medicare and Medicaid 
are driving the country broke. It is 
growing at 3 times the level of the pri
vate sector. If we could reduce it to 
twice the level of inflation, we could 
take care of every senior citizen and 
balance that budget, and that is not 
too much to ask. Is the gentleman 
aware that he made that statement? 

Mr. NEUMANN. Yes, and I have 
heard so many times in our town hall 
meetings, people in Wisconsin are say
ing, "Why are you increasing it at 
twice the rate of inflation?" 

Mr. GRAHAM. Is it not a fact that we 
are increasing it twice the rate of infla
tion? 

Mr. NEUMANN. Yes, it is. 
Mr. GRAHAM. What he said to do; 

what Mrs. Clinton said to do. We are 
doing what they asked or told some
body to do 2 years ago, and we are get
ting killed for it by them. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would ask the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. NEUMANN], was this the Presi
dent's first try at balancing the budg
et? Which budget number is this as far 
as the $115 billion figure? 

Mr. NEUMANN. This is budget No. 3. 
But in all fairness, I will point out that 
this is, in fact, the closest we have 
been to a legitimate budget proposal. 
This is the closest that he has been in 
three tries to balance the budget. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. The first budget 
wound up in the Senate with a 99-to
nothing vote. 

Mr. GRAHAM. It was 96. 
Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I have 

to wrap up my part of this. Can I con
clude very briefly here? This Nation of 



36998 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE December 14, 1995 
ours, this great country our ours, is in 
trouble. We are $5 trillion in debt. We 
are sinking fast. We have got deficits 
every year through the year 2002. 

Every time this Nation has been in 
trouble in the past, do my colleagues 
know what has happened? The Amer
ican people have joined together and 
solved the problems. Not Democrats, 
not Republicans; Americans. 

It is time for us, the Members of this 
Congress and the President of the Unit
ed States, not as Democrats, not as Re
publicans, but as Americans first, to 
get the job done that American people 
sent us here to do and to get the job 
done that we promised we would do on 
their behalf when we came here. 

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin 
very much for bringing this informa
tion. I want to say briefly that our pri
orities in this process in defending, to 
a degree, the increase in the debt even 
under our plan, is that we are commit
ted right now with priorities of a 7-
year balanced budget; the second being 
CBO scoring, which we are still work
ing on; the third being the quick elimi
nation of the deficit and the debt. 

Unfortunately, under our plan, while 
we are working at eliminating the defi
cit, we are unfortunately still adding 
to the debt. But after that deficit is 
gone, then the debt gets worked down. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from California, 
and I thank our good friend from Wis
consin who once again demonstrates 
why he has been the workhorse of the 
budget process and is deserving every 
accolade that this new Congress can 
provide. 

I am holding here a certain financial 
document. It is a check. I heard my 
friend from Nebraska and my good 
friend from South Carolina lament the 
fact that the President of the United 
States was making allegations about 
Medicare that is part of the cacophony, 
the mantra of the mediscare campaign 
of the discredited American liberals 
who cannot seem to face facts. So, how 
ironic it would be if this President, 
who has worked very hard with his own 
special interests to raise scads of 
money for what will be a very difficult 
reelection campaign, again, Mr. Speak
er, the challenge goes out to everyone, 
including the President of the United 
States, if they can show us a cut in 
Medicare spending that goes from 
$4,800 this year now to $7 ,100 per bene
ficiary in the year 2002, if there is some 
way to do that, then the Republican 
National Committee, Haley Barbour, 
the national chairman, is prepared to 
pay up with $1 million. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Would the gen
tleman yield on that point? Your sen
iors in Arizona will not be herded into 
just one program, will they? They will 
have an opportunity for a number of 
choices. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. And freedom of 
choice is one of the fascinating things 

about Medicare-Plus. And just as the 
benefits per beneficiary increase, so do 
the opportunities and options for sen
iors under Medicare-Plus. 

Speaking of opportunities and op
tions, as I reclaim the time, let me also 
turn to our good friend from Kansas 
who has a couple of housekeeping 
items which we need to allow him to 
take care of, but also may have some 
observations. Let me yield time to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
BROWNBACK). 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Speaker, I ap
preciate my colleague from Arizona 
yielding to me. This Sl million check, I 
think, is a clear statement to the 
American people, to anybody anywhere 
in the world, that if there is a real cut 
in Medicare, show us. We will pay them 
Sl million. 

The point of it is, and it is just to 
make a point, there are no cuts in Med
icare. I appreciate my colleagues ex
plaining that to this body, so that this 
body can understand, as I think most 
of them do, but in some cases act like 
they do not, what the situation really 
is. 

I particularly appreciate the earlier 
dialog that I have been watching as 
well, saying to this body and educating 
this body, look, we are in a dire situa
tion. We have got .to do that and we 
have got to do that compassionately 
and we are doing it compassionately. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2644 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that my name 
be withdrawn as a cosponsor of the bill, 
H.R. 2644. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield back to my good colleague, who 
is educating this body about the perils 
that we are really in and what we can 
do to help this and make the future for 
our children better. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
think the gentleman from Kansas and I 
would invite him to join us here in this 
historic Chamber to discuss issues of 
historic import as we are transforming 
this government, not by reinventing it, 
but by remembering what works; re
membering that document from which 
all of this flows, that remarkable docu
ment called the Constitution, and re
membering this fundamental premise: 
That when people are allowed to keep 
more of what they earn, the fruits of 
their honest labor, and save, spend, and 
invest it according to the dictates of 
their conscience and their priority, 
there is nothing selfish about that. 

I am sure what prompted my friend 
to come to the floor was the evaluation 
of our colleague from Nebraska, who 
has spent countless hours on the Ways 

and Means Committee drafting tax re
form and reduction policy, who in
formed us earlier that less than 2 per
cent of this vast array of money we are 
talking about, less than 2 percent in 
the grand scheme of things is used for 
tax cuts. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman would yield, I think it is 
a tremendous point and that that needs 
to be driven home to this body even 
more. Right now, the Federal Govern
ment, and this is a massive amount, it 
is hard to understand, takes 22 percent 
of the U.S. economy. It is the Federal 
Government. This huge piece, 22 per
cent. 

Now, the gentleman from Arizona I 
am sure probably knows this figure, 
but in 1950 does the gentleman know 
what percent of the U.S. Government 
was of the Federal economy? 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I know the gen
tleman from Kansas will inform us all. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. It was about 4 
percent. Can the gentleman imagine 
what the liberation would be of this 
Nation, of the people here, if the Fed
eral Government, instead of 22 percent, 
was just 4 percent? Or, what if we got 
from 22 percent to 15 percent? There 
would be a blossoming across America 
of growth, of productivity, of jobs, of 
opportunities, of people going forward 
themselves and saying, "My goodness, 
why were we carrying such a heavy 
load?" 

The next number of years, what has 
to take place in this country is we have 
to shrink the public sector, because the 
private sector is tired of carrying it 
and cannot carry it any further. That 
is what we are trying to do. It is not 
Draconian; it is very compassionate to 
help people. 

This could be one of the greatest 
Christmas gifts that we could give the 
American people, my children, and our 
future grandchildren, and the children 
of the gentleman from Arizona, to get 
this down so that they can be liberated 
and free. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Kansas, be
cause he makes an incredibly valid 
point that really should be the founda
tion of our labors in the days to come. 
As the controversy continues to sur
round this new direction in which we 
are heading, returning to those values 
which made us great, it is worth noting 
that in the spirit of the season, the 
greatest gift we can give to our chil
dren, we c~n give to our grandparents, 
we can give to our parents, and we can 
give to generations yet unborn, is a 
stable environment in which this con
stitutional Republic can flourish, and 
individual initiative can be rewarded. 

So, that is the challenge and that is 
the great gift and the great oppor
tunity that we trust our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle will join us 
in giving the American people this sea
son of the year. 
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Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Speaker, if 

the gentleman would yield just a mo
ment, because the gentleman from Ari
zona has been deeply involved in, and 
started, what has been called the Con
stitutional Caucus. I would ask the 
gentleman if the Founding Fathers 
were alive today, does the gentleman 
think they would find that we have a 
constitutional government existing 
and operating in Washington? 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, re
claiming the time, I thank the gen
tleman for the question. I think they 
would find a government that has be
come a hybrid, and I do not mean that 
in a good sense. I know the gentleman 
has great background in agriculture. 
Perhaps it would be more accurate to 
say a mutant, constitutionally mu
tated from this document here, which 
is our cornerstone, read and reshaped 
and stretched ofttimes beyond recogni
tion from its original intent to fit the 
explosive growth of an evermore cen
tralized bureaucracy, a bureaucracy 
that spends even more. 

So, we have stretched it out. It is our 
mission, and that is why I am so glad 
to have our colleague from Kansas to 
join in restoring constitutional govern
ment, recognizing the legislative 
branch has every bit the role of self-ex
amination and introspection that the 
judicial branch is afforded through the 
notion of judicial review, that the ex
ecutive branch uses, that we together, 
with those other two branches, can re
store constitutional government. That 
is exactly the challenge to use this 
timeless document as we confront the 
next century. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I think it also ties 
into this overall issue of the budget de
bate. If we would get back to what the 
Founding Fathers had envisioned of a 
limited Federal Government and say
ing this is a limited government of lim
ited powers, the Federal Government 
would not be 22 percent of the econ
omy. It would not be the burden that it 
is today. We would not have as much 
centralization; we would have much 
more decentralization and things out 
amongst the people where they could 
control them closer to home and closer 
to them. 

That was the original design, and I 
think we have gotten away from that 
to our peril. The gentleman has a par
ticularly good effort going on, that be
fore any bill is introduced, before it is 
taken up on the floor, that the con
stitutional basis for that bill would be 
discussed. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming the 
time, and the purposes to which we 
must reaffirm ourselves, to which we 
must devote our attentions, for just as 
we take an oath, as we took an oath in 
this Chamber collectively, just as the 
newest Member, the gentleman from Il
linois did today, taking an oath to de
fend and uphold the Constitution of the 
United States, it is more than lip serv
ice. 

Mr. Speaker, good people may dis
agree and we champion those disagree
ments and we want to have open, hon
est debate on different priorities, but I 
think the gentleman from Kansas real
ly hit the nail on the head when he dis
cussed the Jeffersonian ideal, the ideal 
of the one whom our friends on the 
other side of the aisle claim as their 
ideological benefactor, one of their 
Founders. 
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When Jefferson called for limited and 

effective government, that is the dis
tinction, not that Government should 
be reduced beyond recognition so that 
the people are not empowered, that 
Government has a rightful role in soci
ety, but it is a limited and effective 
Federal Government which makes the 
difference and to which the gentleman 
from Kansas has devoted his energies, 
indeed as part of this new majority. I 
thank him for all the efforts he has 
made in so many different ways to re
alize that dream for our children, for 
.our parents, for our grandparents, and, 
indeed, for the American Nation. 

Again, it is worth noting and we 
again issue the challenge. To those who 
disagree with us, Mr. Speaker, to those 
who offer the endless mantra of 
disinformation about so-called Draco
nian cuts with reference to the Medi
care Plus Program, again, Mr. Speaker, 
we ask them, show us the mathemati
cal operation that takes ah increase 
from $4,800 of spending per Medicare 
beneficiary this year and over 6 years 
time increases it to $7 ,100 per bene
ficiary, show us where that is a cut, 
and Sl million will be paid to them. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would 
note this. I cited Benjamin Franklin 
earlier. Will Rogers offered an update 
in the mid-20th century before his un
timely death: "The only thing certain 
is death and taxes, but death does not 
get worse every time Congress meets." 

THE NATIONAL DEBT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

CHAMBLISS). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Maine 
[Mr. LONGLEY] is rec"ognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, this 
afternoon I would like to again call 
attention to the fact that as of 3 
o'clock this afternoon, the Nation's 
Federal debt, official debt, is 
$4,988,313,115,981.39. Very interesting, 
this is again an additional decrease of 
$126 million, actually almost $127 mil
lion. 

As a new Member of Congress, Mr. 
Speaker, I have to confess that I did 
not come here with all of the answers, 
and very frankly I am not sure I even 
understood all of the problems. But one 
of the problems that I want to bring to 
my colleagues' attention today is that 
a member of the Committee on the 

Budget asked me earlier in the week 
whether this number was accurate. 
Under his recollection, the national 
debt limit was actually $4.9 trillion. As 
we can see, the number before us today 
is $4.988 trillion plus $300 million, or 
literally $4 trillion, $988 billion, $88 bil
lion more than the official national 
debt. 

Frankly, that caused me to go back 
to my office staff and question whether 
we had appropriately researched the 
number. Well, lo and behold, we have 
researched the number, and this is the 
correct number because, in addition to 
the $4.9 trillion of Federal debt, we 
have authorized another $88 billion of 
debt that does not count against the 
limit. 

As if that were not enough, earlier in 
the week, Mr. Speaker, I addressed this 
Chamber on the basis of a New York 
Times article from Wednesday, Decem
ber 6, 1995, wherein it indicated that 
the administration, since November 15 
of this year, has actually borrowed an
other $61.3 billion on top of the $88 bil
lion that does not count as part of the 
national debt. In addition to the $4.9 
trillion that is the national debt, the 
administration borrowed that $61 bil
lion from the Federal Civil Service re
tirement accounts and that apparently 
that was permissible under law. I hope 
that in the earlier vote in the after
noon that we are able to pass a meas
ure that will preclude that. 

The point I want to make today is 
that, the more I as a new Member of 
Congress, Mr. Speaker, learn about the 
nature and the extent of the problems 
with Federal spending, the more 
alarmed I become. Literally, just in the 
last 3 days I have found $88 billion of 
debt that we were not counting against 
the national debt. That is on top again 
of another $60 billion that has been 
borrowed out of Civil Service retire
ment accounts. That is over $150 bil
lion. We were not even counting it. We 
are not even counting it. This is over 
and above the congressionally author
ized limit of $4.9 billion. 

I have to mention this afternoon that 
another bit of information came to my 
attention. That is that the new budget, 
Mr. Speaker, that has been submitted 
by the administration is actually not 
going to balance within 7 years. This is 
a serious issue because we came to a 
solemn agreement about 3 weeks ago 
wherein the administration and the 
Congress agreed that we were going to 
balance the budget in 7 years and use 
Congressional Budget Office numbers. 
Again, there was an issue of debate 
over whether we should use CBO num
bers or OMB numbers. 

To be perfectly honest, I do not care 
whose numbers we use, but we owe it to 
the children of this country and to the 
public to use the most conservative 
numbers. If we are going to meet the 
goal of balancing the budget in 7 years, 
I think we should take the most cau
tious course to get there. 



37000 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE December 14, 1995 
The issue in Washington, in this 

body, Mr. Speaker, is not whether we 
are going to balance the Federal budg
et, because we are going to balance the 
Federal budget. The question is how. 
That is where partisan debate is appro
priate, where Republicans can present 
their version of how to balance the 
Federal budget; Democrats can present 
their view of how to balance the Fed
eral budget. And together, like all of 
the households in my district, includ
ing Republican households, Democratic 
households, Independent households, 
all of whom have to take responsibility 
for balancing their budgets, and they 
may do it differently. That is what is 
wonderful about America, is that we do 
have a lot of differences between us, 
but we need here in this body, as Re
publicans and Democrats, to come to
gether to balance the Federal budget. 

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that over the 
next 24 hours as we approach tomor
row's deadline that we will once and 
for all be able to work together, Repub
licans and Democrats in this body, 
with a Democratic President who will 
keep his word and submit a budget that 
will balance in 7 years. 

THE BUDGET 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor
ity leader. . 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to start off by following up on what the 
previous speaker said about tomorrow. 
As many of us know, tomorrow is the 
day when the continuing resolution ex
pires. This was the agreement that 
both Democrats and Republicans, both 
Congress and the President, agreed a 
few weeks ago that they would extend 
operations, Government operations, 
and not shut down the Government 
while we continued to try to work to
ward a budget agreement. 

It is unfortunate that tomorrow is 
about to arrive and we still have not 
worked out that budget agreement. 
But I think the most important thing 
is that the Government not shut down 
again and that tomorrow, even if a 
budget agreement is not going to be 
reached, which I do not think is likely 
at this point, that we pass another con
tinuing resolution so that the Govern
ment continue to operate. 

I was very upset this morning when I 
read that, although President Clinton 
had offered a continuing resolution to 
continue the operations of the Govern
ment for at least another week or pos
sibly beyond, and although the Repub
lican leadership in the Senate had 
agreed to a similar continuation, that 
Speaker GINGRICH and the Republican 
leadership in this House had not. I 
would hate to see, once again, that 
after tomorrow the Government shuts 
down. 

I would urge the Speaker GINGRICH 
and the Republican leadership in this 
House, along with what the Senate has 
decided and what President Clinton has 
decided, which is that we should put 
our differences aside and not use the 
Government shutdown as leverage to
ward trying to pressure one group or 
the other into its own ideology. My 
view is that the Government should 
continue to operate while the Presi
dent and the Congress, while the Demo
crats and the Republicans try to find 
common ground on the budget. 

Let me also add that as the previous 
speaker said, there really is no dis
agreement anymore that we should 
achieve a balanced budget or even on 
the timetable of approximately 7 years. 
But there are still major disagreements 
over the priorities. I would suggest 
that part of that agreement a few 
weeks ago on the continuing resolution 
to keep the Government open specifi
cally said that the priorities would in
clude Medicare, Medicaid, the environ
ment, and education and that these 
programs, particularly Medicare and 
Medicaid, would continue to be viable 
and cover the people who are now eligi
ble for them in a manner which ensures 
quality health care for Medicare and 
Medicaid recipients. 

The President put forth a 7-year bal
anced budget within the last week or 
so that made sure that Medicare and 
Medicaid, the environment and edu
cation were properly provided for and 
guaranteed that those programs would 
continue to cover everyone and that 
quality health care would be ensured 
for seniors and low-income individuals 
under the two Federal heal th care pro
grams. But the Republican leadership 
has not come back with a similar pro
posal. So far they have not put forward 
any compromise plan that would not 
only achieve a balanced budget in 7 
years but also put sufficient funds in 
the Medicare and Medicaid programs 
and provide a guarantee that those 
people who are now eligible for Medi
care and Medicaid would continue to be 
provided for. 

I want to stress today in the time 
that I have allotted to me the problems 
that would occur, particularly with re
gard to the Medicaid Program, if the 
budget that was passed by the Repub
licans in this House and in the Senate 
and the one that was vetoed by the 
President were to take effect. We now 
know that this budget is not going to 
take effect because the President has 
vetoed it. When he vetoed it in his mes
sage he specifically said that Medicaid 
was a major reason for the veto and 
that the major problem he had with 
the Republican Medicaid proposal 
under this budget was that it failed to 
guarantee health care coverage for 
those people who are now covered by 
Medicaid. When we talk about Medic
aid, we are talking about health insur
ance for low-income people in this 

country. Most of those are either sen
ior citizens or children or the disabled 
or, in some cases also, pregnant 
women. 

Right now under Federal law people 
below a certain income who are not 
covered by any other heal th insurance 
are eligible for Medicaid. The Federal 
Government guarantees them that as 
an entitlement, as we say. And they 
are also provided with certain standard 
coverage. In other words, not only are 
they guaranteed health insurance but 
they are given certain things as part of 
an overall health care package which is 
similar to what most Americans get, 
although in many cases maybe not 
quite the same quality or the same ex
tensive coverage. It is a pretty good 
health care package. 

The problem that the President has 
with the Republican budget and the 
problem that I and most of the Demo
crats have is that this Medicaid Pro
gram under the Republican proposal 
would basically be turned over to the 
States. The money would be block 
granted. It would be up to the States to 
decide who would be eligible and what 
they would be eligible for. So for the 
first time in probably 30 years since 
Medicaid was enacted here in this 
House, for the first time you would no 
longer have an entitlement or a guar
antee that the people who now receive 
Medicaid could continue to have the 
coverage. 

If we block grant the money and the 
amount of money which is allocated is 
significantly less, which it is under the 
Republican proposal, it is a cut of 
about $163 b11lion. Then we are not 
only not guaranteeing coverage for a 
lot of the people who now have Medic
aid coverage, but we are also making 
sure that because less money is going 
to the States in real terms, that the 
States will have to cut back on who is 
eligible or perhaps cut back on the 
kind of benefits that are provided to 
those who they plan to cover under 
Medicaid. 

This is a major problem. It is a major 
problem because what it ultimately 
would lead to is that the ranks of the 
uninsured in this country would grow. 
Right now we estimate that there are 
about 35 to 40 m111ion Americans who 
have no health insurance, many of 
them working. If we are now going to 
increase the ranks of those people and 
add 5 or 10 m111ion more people to the 
ranks of the uninsured, that puts a tre
mendous burden on our health care 
system that either people do not get 
care or someone else has to pay for it. 
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You pay for it yourself either because 

your Blue Cross or your health insur
ance rates will go up to cover these 
other people's care or they do not get 
any care at all. 

One of the problems that-these are 
just some of the general problems, I 
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should say, that exist with the Repub
lican Medicaid proposal, but I wanted 
to get into a few more specific ones, 
some of which have been cited by the 
President, that have an impact not 
only on low-income Americans, but 
also on many other Americans. One of 
the things that needs to be pointed out 
is that right now the majority of the 
people who receive nursing home care 
in this country have that nursing home 
coverage paid for by Medicaid. In fact 
we estimate that 68 percent of all nurs
ing home residents rely on Medicaid to 
pay bills that average $38,000 a year. 

Now just as there is no guarantee 
that children, or disabled people, or 
people who are in the community 
would be covered by Medicaid under 
the Republican proposal, there is a 
guarantee that nursing home coverage 
would be provided or that the people 
who now receive Medicaid to cover 
their nursing home bills will continue 
to have the Federal Government pay 
for their nursing home care. In fact, 
based on the level of cuts that is pro
vided under this Republican budget, we 
estimate that about 330,000 people 
could be denied nursing home coverage 
at the end of the 7-year period that the 
budget covers, in other words, the year 
2002. And then the question becomes 
who is going to pay, where are those 
people going to get the money if the 
Federal Government under Medicaid 
does not pay for it? 

Well, one of the things that is built 
into this Republican proposal is basi
cally an effort or the ability for the 
first time for the Government, be it the 
State or whatever level of government, 
to go after the spouses or the children 
of nursing home recipients, those who 
would be eligible for nursing home 
care, and to seek the spouses' assets or 
the children's assets in order to pay for 
the care that is not covered by the Fed
eral Government. What happens is that 
the right of individuals essentially 
right now under the current law, cer
tainly assets of the spouse or the chil
dren are simply not eligible as assets 
for the Government to take, but that is 
essentially repealed or changed signifi
cantly under this Republican budget so 
that what we will see is a lot of people, 
a lot of spouses and children, having to 
contribute perhaps in a major way in 
order to pay for their parents' or their 
spouse's nursing home coverage. 

The other thing that is kind of insid
ious, I would say, in this whole pro
posal is that right now, under current 
law, Medicaid is a matching fund. Fifty 
percent is paid by the Federal Govern
ment, and 50 percent is paid by the 
State government. So, if the Federal 
Government puts up 50 cents, or say 
the Federal Government puts up a dol
lar, the State has to match it, and $2 
are then available, so to speak, for 
Medicaid recipients. But the funding 
formula was changed in the Republican 
budget so that essentially no State 

would have to spend more than 40 cents 
to qualify for 60 cents in Federal 
money. What that means is that some 
States may decide because of a budget 
crunch that rather than put up the full 
dollar to match the Federal dollar they 
will only put up 40 cents and get 60 
cents in Federal dollars, which means 
that half as much money is then avail
able, or significantly less money is 
then available, for the Medicaid Pro
gram. This simply contributes again to 
the whole question of how much money 
is going to be available for Medicaid 
under the Republican proposal and how 
much the States are going to seek to 
cut back, either by denying. eligibility 
to certain individuals or cutting back 
on the coverage that is available for 
the individuals who are now eligible for 
Medicaid. 

I want to, if I could, get into some of 
the other problems that have been 
raised with regard to Medicaid in this 
budget, but before I do that, I think 
maybe the best thing, because someone 
always says to you, well, what is your 
answer; my answer is very simple. If 
you look at the level of Medicaid cuts 
and Medicare cuts in this Republican 
budget bill, basically what it is being 
used for is to finance tax breaks pri
marily for wealthy Americans. There 
are about $243 billion in tax breaks pri
marily for wealthy Americans that are 
included in this budget. If you were to 
eliminate those tax breaks, money 
could go back into Medicaid as well as 
into Medicare, and we would continue 
to have viable programs, we would not 
have to block grant, we would not have 
to change the current guarantee of eli
gibility. So that is the real answer in 
my opinion in this whole budget deal 
and what needs to be done as part of 
the whole budget negotiations. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
am troubled by the Gingrich budget, 
makes $270 billion cuts in Medicare, as 
you have pointed out, makes about $180 
billion in cuts in Medicaid. Much of 
that, much of those cuts, will be money 
taken from senior citizens that may 
live on 10, or 12, or $15,000 a year. Much 
of the Medicaid cuts come from people 
who have spent down the money that 
they might have and have a husband or 
a wife in a nursing home, and, as you 
point out, might lose their home that 
they have paid for over 35 or 40 years of 
marriage. 

But all of this to pay for this tax 
break for the wealthiest people in the 
country, a tax break eliminating a tax 
on corporations that required some 
minimum payment dealing with some 
overseas tax issues that will ultimately 
hurt, cost American jobs, and it is, as 
you said, it is a tax break mostly for 
the richest people in the country, and 
then I hear our friends, some of the 
Gingrich freshmen, as they are termed 
around here, that are on the floor a 

moment ago talking about how the 
Democrats always engage in class war
fare. 

Well, the fact is when you increase 
taxes on people making $15,000 a year, 
and then you cut taxes on people mak
ing 10 times that, $15,000 a year, that is 
the most insidious kind of class war
fare. You take money from the work
ing poor people that are working at 
Wal-Mart, or working at Kmart, or 
working at a minimum-wage job, and 
maybe her husband or wife are working 
in similar kinds of jobs, and their taxes 
are increased when they are playing by 
the rules. They may not even have 
health insurance with their full-time 
jobs, and they have a tax increase at 
the same time somebody making 2, or 
3, or $400,000 a year gets a tax break 
that amounts to in many cases $20,000. 

At the same time they cut Medicare, 
they cut Medicaid, much of which goes 
to not just elderly people in nursing 
homes, but goes to disabled kids and 
other people that have some sort of dis
ability that they have very expensive 
medical care, and that is, as I said, the 
most insidious kind of class warfare 
where people playing by the rules and 
working hard have their taxes go up. 
They may not make much, they have 
their taxes go up, and people that are 
getting much, much more get a whole 
lot more tax breaks, and I do not think 
that is the values that this country 
represents, to penalize those people 
who are struggling, and playing by the 
rules, and barely making it without 
heal th care, trying to raise their kids, 
not be on welfare, working hard. Their 
taxes go up, and this whole Gingrich 
budget is taking money from the mid
dle class and the poor and transferring 
that money to the richest people, peo
ple that do not even live in my dis
trict-I have a lot of wealthy people in 
my district. 

They are not coming to me saying, 
"Hey, give us a tax break for the 
wealthiest of us." They are saying, 
"Get this budget balanced, and don't 
hurt Medicare and Medicaid doing it," 
and that is what troubles me the most 
about this Gingrich budget is that it is 
waging class warfare on the most vul
nerable people and people that are 
working hard, and trying to pay their 
bills, and trying to buy a house, and 
trying to save a little money for their 
kids' college, and then giving money, 
taking that money from the working 
poor in many cases and people of the 
middle class and transferring that 
money to the richest people. It simply 
does not make sense. 

Mr. PALLONE. I appreciate the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] for com
ing here today and expressing what he 
just said, and I would just like to fol
low up on two points, and maybe you 
could, you know, respond to what I am 
saying. 

There are many points that you 
made, but the two that stick in my 



37002 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE December 14, 1995 
mind right off the bat: First of all, you 
are pointing out that not only are a lot 
of these tax breaks going to weal thy 
Americans; we know that the lion's 
share does, but that actually for many 
Americans who are working that are 
lower income, they are actually having 
to pay a tax increase because this Re
publican Gingrich budget actually re
peals the earned income tax credit. So 
maybe we should get into that a little 
bit and explains how that works. 

The way I understand, and you cor
rect me, is that right now people who 
are below $25,000 to $30,000, whatever, 
who are working, they are able to get a 
tax credit which can be something like 
$1,500 a year, whatever, depending on 
their income, and that what the Repub
lican budget has done is to either 
eliminate that for some or cut back 
significantly so that if you are making 
under $30,000 now, you may actually be 
paying more taxes under this budget 
proposal. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the gen
tleman would yield, that is exactly 
right. If you are making $15,000 or 
$20,000 or $25,000 a year under the Ging
rich plan your taxes will go up on the 
average of about $25 or $30 a month. 
Similarly, if you are now a Medicare 
beneficiary, your premium in this 
Gingrich budget plan will go up about 
$40 to $50 a month. 

Now to a Member of Congress, wheth
er it is NEWT GINGRICH or any of us as 
Members of Congress, $25 or $50 a 
month probably does not matter much, 
and that is unfortunately the way, I 
think, that the people that voted for 
this bill think about it, that it is only 
$25 a month or $50 a month. It is $25 a 
month for that family making $20,000 a 
year; it is only $50 a month for that 
senior citizen that brings in $10,000 or 
$12,000 a year. But the fact is, that is a 
lot of money if you are in that income 
bracket. Twenty-five dollars a month 
for some family making $20,000 a year 
means new shoes for their kids in Sep
tember when they go to school, it 
might-it means maybe once in a while 
taking their kids to a ball game, it 
means a lot to a family like that. 

Fifty dollars a month for a Medicare 
beneficiary means medicine, or means 
paying for a rent increase, or means 
paying if it is a particularly cold win
ter and paying those heating bills, and 
that is what the Gingrich plan, the 
people for that plan, do not think 
about, is that $25 increase, $25-a-month 
tax increase for somebody making 
$15,000 a year, is pretty hard on them. 
That $50 premium increase, that 
monthly $50 premium increase for a 
Medicare beneficiary, that hits them 
pretty hard when they are seeing the 
cost of prescription drugs go up and 
they are seeing their own heating bills 
go up or whatever-whatever difficul
ties they are facing. 

That is why this is wrong in order to 
give that big tax break to the richest 
people in this country. That is wrong. 

Mr. PALLONE. The other thing is 
that one of the major concerns that we 
have had in this Congress, in the pre
vious Congress, on a bipartisan basis is 
the need for welfare reform, to get peo
ple off of welfare and to have them 
work, and if you cut back on this 
earned income tax credit, which basi
cally is affecting many people who 
maybe just got off welfare and have 
been encouraged to work, they will 
find, if they are not making that much 
money, that maybe it is more bene
ficial for them to stay on welfare. 

Also, and you were in the State legis
lature so you know, as I was, that of
tentimes what happens is if-the State 
legislature have made the effort over 
the last 10 years to try to expand Med
icaid coverage to cover working people, 
even though Medicaid is for low-in
come people, oftentimes it covers peo
ple who work. And we have expanded 
Medicaid coverage to people that are 
working who may be making a little 
more than people on welfare to encour
age them to work because now they 
have Medicaid benefits. Well, if those 
are likely to be the first ones that are 
back because they are a little higher 
income than the people on welfare, so 
that if you deny them their Medicaid 

· benefits, and you deny them their 
earned income tax credit, they will 
have less incentive to work, and we ac
tually end up reversing what we are 
trying to accomplish. More people go 
back to welfare, and less people work, 
so it makes no sense. 

I would like to yield-joined by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
OLVER]. 

Mr. OLVER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, and I very much appre
ciate that you have provided us with 
this time to talk about some of these 
issues, and since we are talking about 
the earned income tax credit and its ef
fect upon people with moderate in
come, I wonder how many people really 
understand how extensive this is. 
There are something like 12 million 
people who end up losing that earned 
income tax credit. Remember earned 
income tax credit means that, if you 
have been working and you are paying 
taxes out of your paycheck, that you 
were eligible, if your income was very 
low-if even with working, one or both 
persons in the family working, your in
come was still under the $25,000 or so 
level, you were eligible for some money 
back, and it is 12 million American 
families that are in that category. 

Now from my State, which is a little 
smaller than each of yours-in fact, a 
little smaller than all of us standing 
here-from my State it is, oh, about 
400,000 or so families in the State. My 
guess is that for the gentleman from 
Ohio it must be close to a million fami
lies in-well, it would not be quite that 
many. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. About 500,000 in 
Ohio. 

Mr. OLVER. And that-those 12 mil
lion families lose $30 billion total in 
loss of that credit that means in
creased taxes. Is it not ironic that in 
this process of giving tax reductions 
and selling the whole thing as if it is a 
great thing for middle-class Ameri
cans, that people who are of low in
come, but working, are going to actu
ally see their taxes increased? 

D 1645 
There will be $30 billion of increase of 

taxes, and that 12 million American 
families is going to get translated into 
giving $125 billion of tax reduction to 
only about 2 million families who al
ready start with more than $100,000 of 
income per year. Those families at the 
very upper end of the scale are going to 
get a huge amount of money from this 
process, but the $30 billion that is 
taken away from families who have 
less than $25,000 a year to live on, those 
are the people who are going to pay 
right through the nose for the process 
of giving the tax breaks to families 
who really do not need them, who are 
already doing pretty well, who have 
made their way very well with the 
American dream. There is nothing 
wrong with the American dream, that 
is a great idea. But they are not the 
ones who need it in these very tight 
times. 

Mr. STUPAK. If the gentleman will 
yield, in northern Michigan where I am 
from, it is about 35,000 families who 
will lose that earned income tax credit. 
I had a young mother who had three 
children. She was divorced. Even 
though her husband was paying child 
support, she said what the earned in
come tax credit meant to her. She said, 
"When I would receive my earned in
come tax credit, it allowed me to get 
caught up on my bills. If I got a little 
behind in the last year, or if the car 
needed a new set of tires, I had money 
for a new set of tires for the car," so 
she could go back and forth to work, to 
support her family. It kept them a de
gree of respect and dignity and off pub
lic assistance. 

So this earned income tax credit, 
which is being eliminated just so we 
can give a tax break to the wealthiest 
1 percent in this country and the large 
corporations who no longer will have 
to pay the alternative minimum cor
porate tax, is really in this time of a 
Christmas season, really, if I can say 
the word "heartless." I mean the folks 
who need the help the most, to give 
them a little respect, a little dignity, a 
little pride, to help them keep off of 
public assistance, to help them to 
make it on their own, the whole philos
ophy here is being rejected while we 
are giving the corporations a tax 
break. I really have a great, great prob
lem with that aspect of this Gingrich 
contract on America plan. 

You were talking about Medicaid. Be
sides the earned income tax credit, 
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Medicaid, if I may quote from the 
Michigan Heal th and Hospital Associa
tion which says, "We fear that the 
Medicaid block grant program, health 
services for the most vulnerable popu
lations, the elderly living in nursing 
homes, the poor, the children, may be 
jeopardized as hospitals who continue 
to bear a disproportionate share of the 
burden of caring for these individuals, 
face reduced-payments." 

What that means to me, if I can read 
between the lines here, not only the fi
nancial impact on these families that 
need the assistance, but in my district, 
northern Michigan, my biggest town is 
maybe 17,000 people. I have many, 
many, small hospitals. They have, as 
the letter says from the Michigan Hos
pital Association, they bear a dis
proportionate share of the burden for 
caring for these people. But under 
these block grant proposals, the Medic
aid, the hospitals in the rural areas, 
which are usually my largest employ
ers, will be faced with tremendous cuts, 
which means lost revenue and cuts in 
staff. 

Here is the mother who finally got 
through school, thanks to the earned 
income tax credit and a couple of other 
things, who is not working, and prob
ably has the lowest seniority; she will 
probably be the first one to be laid off 
when all these cuts go through. The 
rippling effect here of not only the 
Medicare and Medicaid cuts, and they 
are cuts, make no mistake about it, it 
is going to be devastating on small 
rural communities as well as our urban 
areas. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I think 
one of the things the gentleman is 
pointing out and that the gentleman 
from Ohio stressed is that, if anything, 
our support for the Medicaid Program 
and our concern about. the low-income 
people who are impacted by the Medic
aid Program is not an issue of class 
warfare, but just the opposite. 

What you are pointing out is that ev
eryone suffers because of these Medic
aid, becauses Medicaid cuts, and when 
you eliminate the Federal guarantee of 
Medicaid, because what happens if 
more people pursuant to these Repub
lican proposals go on welfare, the cost 
to the government at every level 
grows, and you are not going to even be 
able to balance the budget if you start 
to get more and more people on the 
welfare roles. 

Similarly, so many hospitals, not 
only in rural and urban areas but even 
in suburban areas, and most of my dis
trict is suburban, every one of the hos
pitals that I have is heavily Medicaid
Medicare dependent, and if they have 
to cut back, they lay people off, some 
of them close, and it impacts everyone. 
They cut back on services and quality 
of care and everyone's health care suf
fers. 

I see the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Ms. DELAURO] is here, who 

has done so much to raise the atten
tion of the Congress to these issues. I 
yield to her. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman very much, and I want 
to thank all of my colleagues. It is a 
pleasure to join with them this after
noon, and I particularly thank the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] 
for his invitation to participate and for 
his being here, tirelessly, just about 
every single evening. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to talk 
about the Medicaid issue from the 
same perspective, but .maybe a slightly 
different one. First of all, I think some
times people misunderstand what Med
icaid is all about, and they have an im
pression that it truly in fact does not 
affect their lives, that this is a pro
gram, if you will, for poor people or 
people who are out there that they 
have nothing to do with, and it does 
not in some way affect their own lives. 
The fact of the matter is that two
thirds of the expenditures of the Medic
aid program are for people who are in 
nursing homes. 

Let me give an example of the people 
in Connecticut. Sixty percent to sev
enty percent of seniors who are in 
nursing homes in the State of Con
necticut today have their health care 
paid for either partially or in whole by 
the Medicaid Program, so that millions 
of families, intergenerationally, really 
are dependent upon Medicaid to pro
vide essential, essential health care. 

What the Gingrich plan does is, it is 
a raid on Medicare, and essentially this 
raid is an unconscionable assault on 
the values of middle-class Americans. 

I would like to mention a couple of 
things about what is intended, as well 
as the cutback. The Congress voted 
last month to turn Medicaid into a 
block grant program, to slash the pro
gram by $163 billion. That is over the 
next 7 years. Particularly startling 
about the block grant approach and the 
one other one-third cut in the Medicaid 
program is the repeal of the family pro
tections which have to do, quite hon
estly, with all of us, if we have senior 
loved ones, parents, or relatives who 
may potentially have to go to a nurs
ing home. The family protections will 
be repealed if this bill sees the light of 
day, if it becomes law. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to mention a 
couple of points here. I will, by the 
way, say that the President vetoed the 
budget due to its extreme agenda as it 
has to do with Medicaid. 

There is a report that all of us had a 
chance to look at, by the Consumer 
Union. These are the folks who put to
gether the Consumer Reports, when 
you go out to look to buy a car or a 
computer, and you know whether you 
are buying something good or you are 
buying a lemon, or you are going to get 
a bum deal. You make your decision. 
People look at these Consumer Re
ports. 

This is the group, the Consumer 
Union, that issues those reports and 
that issued the report on this proposal 
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH] and the budget. They talked 
about this potential nightmare that is 
going to be placed on working families 
with parents who need nursing home 
care. They have estimated that there 
will be 395,000 long-term care patients 
that are likely to lose their Medicaid 
payment for their care next year if this 
bill is approved. That is an unbeliev
able and staggering number of people 
who, one, will not have the care, but 
whose families, working families today 
in our country, are going to pick up 
the slack somewhere. 

You are not going to see your moth
er, your father, a dear aunt or uncle or 
so forth, be out in the street. What is 
more, what is of equal concern, is that 
with the repeal of these family protec
tions you are going to see that adult 
children-you can put a lien on the 
home of an adult child if you do not 
meet the State median in terms of in
come. 

If you fall below your State median 
in income, and in the State of Con
necticut it is $41,000, and if you make 
more than $41,000---and in many middle 
class homes today with two working 
parents you see above that number, 
and it may be slightly above that num
ber-you then are now liable to pick up 
costs for your parent or your loved 
one's nursing home care. They can 
come in and put a lien on your house. 
If you are in rural America or in farm 
country, they can put a lien on your 
farm to help to pay the cost of nursing 
home care. This is written in the fine 
print in this Medicaid law, which many 
people do not know about. 

In addition to that, there is no longer 
a requirement, there are no more Fed
eral regulations on nursing home 
standards; every State can do what 
they want. No one wants to believe 
that States are going to be evil, bad, or 
that State legislatures are bad people, 
but the fact of the matter is that is you 
have a money crunch in your State and 
it is going to cost more to make sure of 
those nursing home standards, and 
those are the ones where they could re
train your father or your mother, they 
could use mind-altering drugs, that 
was all changed-I might add that was 
under Ronald Reagan-that all 
changed. Now they do not have to com
ply with any Federal nursing home 
standards, so it really is a monetarily 
devastating effect, a quality of care. It 
has to do with the individual who is in 
a nursing home and who gets that care 
paid for by Medicaid, but it falls on the 
backs of the families of folks who are 
in nursing homes, and that is what will 
happen if this law on Medicaid passes 
in the next several weeks here. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
PALLONE] will continue to yield, the 
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gentlewoman mentioned some of these 
things found in the fine print. Actu
ally, in the Committee on Commerce, 
on which I and the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] sit, the 
Democrats offered 10 amendments. If 
you wanted to block grant, OK, fine, 
but there are 10 areas we want to pro
tect. 

Nursing home standards is one of 
them. We feel there is a need for nurs
ing home standards across this coun
try. Public children's hospitals. They 
provide money under Medicaid. Why 
can they not continue to have some 
funding? That was defeated. The cost
sharing for the poor seniors, to pick up 
part of their premium for part B, for 
Medicare, we wanted to keep that for 
poor seniors. That comes out of Medic
aid. 

Ms. DELAURO. It is gone. 
Mr. STUPAK. That was defeated. 

Pregnant women and infants who need 
some medical help, pregnant . women, 
and infants, that amendment was de
feated. Rural health clinics, I men
tioned my rural district. In many areas 
the only access to heal th care is 
through Federal rural health clinics, so 
you can have access to it. That was de
feated. 

You mentioned estate protection, the 
family farm liens; two separate amend
ments, both defeated. Alzheimer's dis
ease. If you have a loved one, a parent 
or grandparents who have Alzheimer's 
disease, we always provided for their 
care in nursing homes under the Medic
aid Program. That was defeated. 

Transitional benefits to move from 
welfare to work, to help you out, give 
you a little bit of health insurance cov
erage while you move off public assist
ance into the work force, that was de
feated. Women with breast cancer who 
receive help under the Medicaid Pro
gram, at least allow them to have some 
help in coverage to pay their medical 
bills, and that was defeated. 

We tried in the Committee on Rules 
to make these amendments in order, 
but they were all defeated, not even an 
opportunity. What did we do? We did a 
motion to recommit, so the Democrat 
Party has been here, standing for just 
10 basic elements to give you some dig
nity if you get ill, to provide for care 
for your parents or grandparents if 
they need a nursing home, and to leave 
you with a little something left in the 
estate. It was all defeated. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I will 
make one more comment, because I 
know there are a number of colleagues 
on the floor who want to engage in this 
conversation. 

If you could make the case that some 
of this cut were going, in fact, to bal
ancing the budget or bringing down the 
deficit, you might be able to make a 
case in some ways for it. I do not know 
how in terms of nursing home stand
ards and putting working middle-class 
families at risk, but the fact of the 

matter is here there is, as part of this 
budget, a $245 billion tax break to the 
wealthiest Americans in this country. 

I do not deny people the opportunity 
to increase their salary and achieve a 
good status. That is a part of what the 
American dream is all about. No one 
questions that. But at this moment if 
you are going to cut Medicare, as they 
will, $270 billion, cut Medicaid $163 bil
lion, in order to pay for that tax break 
for the wealthy, it is wrong, it is not 
part of the American tradition, and we 
need to fight it with every single 
breath we have. 

I compliment my colleagues, and I 
am proud to join with you this after
noon in having this conversation. 

D 1700 
Ms. DELAURO. I would be delighted 

to yield to my colleague there of Mas
sachusetts. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
want to let the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Ms. DELAURO] get away, be'
cause she has raised so many provoca
tive issues here that allow us to play 
off of those in some way. 

The gentlewoman mentioned the mis
understanding about what Medicaid 
covers here in Washington and around 
the country. Well, it is really quite de
liberate. I am convinced that it is quite 
a deliberate effort to convince people 
that it is really those unworthy wel
fare cheats and only those illegal im
migrants who are part of the Medicaid 
Program. Because if you can somehow 
demonize the process, it is derogatory; 
it is an abstraction and a derogatory 
extraction. It is even inflammatory. If 
you can do that, then it is all the more 
possible to make this very severe cut, 
the $163 billion in cuts, and eventually 
to dismantle the program, which is ul
timately the purpose of this, this pillar 
which has provided wonderful health 
care for a group of people who other
wise could not afford it, and for older 
citizens who have used all of their re
sources. 

When we think about who actually is 
covered by it, they are our neighbors 
and our friends and our family mem
bers who are covered by Medicaid. It is 
the mothers and fathers in the nursing 
homes who have used all of their other 
resources somewhere along the way, 
and have only that to get their health 
care. It is the widows who have too lit
tle income to be able to even pay for 
their share of the Medicare that then 
gets picked up and paid for by Medic
aid. It is the people who are disabled by 
birth defects or by crippling diseases 
that mean that they cannot be inde
pendent any longer. Yet somewhere 
along the way it is mothers of young 
children who are struggling and need 
that care, that health care for their 
kids, and it is for two-parent families. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the grand ironies 
that we were talking about just before 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 

[Ms. DELAURO] came in was the busi
ness of taking $30 billion away from 
low-income families, people who are 
working, who have been paying in their 
withholding tax money out of their 
pocket; and if their income was under 
$25,000, they were working on the var
ious sliding scales in that range, then 
they could get a tax credit. Well, in 
fact, the ones at the lower end of that 
scale are also people who, under these 
provisions, are in danger, in serious 
danger of losing their medical care as 
well. 

So when we are talking about trying 
to get people to work, we are taking 
the incentive to work, because if you 
work, you are going to lose your health 
care, or you are going to lose your 
earned income tax credit, which was 
the thing that may have helped you get 
off poverty. You are driven back to
ward poverty and your kids are going 
to maybe lose their health care in the 
process. 

Mr. Speaker, think of what this 
means in terms of family values. How 
can one talk about this being family 
values when so many of those 12 mil
lion families that will lose their earned 
income tax credit are families with 
kids and those kids then become more 
in danger of growing up in poverty? 

So what you say is a double wham
my, and we could go on about other 
kinds of whammies that are built into 
this system, because you take away 
and take away and take away, and ulti
mately, it is all, all of those monies 
that come out of the Medicaid cuts for 
kids and all of those that come out of 
the ITC are less in total than just the 
amount of money that is given in tax 
breaks to the small couple of percent of 
families, those couple of million fami
lies at the very upper end of the scale 
who already have incomes among the 
top couple percent of American fami
lies. It is really ironic, and it is highly 
unfair. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
OLVER] is absolutely right. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I see 
that the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE] is here joining US, and I 
would like to yield to him at this 
point. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman very much for 
yielding to me. I am very happy to be 
here today, because you are looking at 
a new million-dollar man here in the 
House of Representatives. I am here to 
collect from this man right here: Haley 
Barbour. 

This is one about the Republicans 
cutting Medicare. He has an advertise
ment in the Roll Call magazine this 
week, and he is offering anybody who 
can show the following: In November 
1995, the U.S. House and Senate passed 
a balanced budget bill. It increases 
total Federal spending on Medicare by 
more than 50 percent from 1995 to 2002, 
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pursuant to Congressional Budget Of
fice standards. He says he will give $1 
million to anybody who can prove that 
is not true. 

Mr. Speaker, you are looking at the 
guy that can do it. You put my name, 
Mr. Haley Barbour, right there. It says, 
your name here, ABERCROMBIE, A-b-e-r
c-r-o-m-b-i-e, I will fill in the rest, it is 
OK, just like Abercrombie and Fitch, 
in case you cannot remember it, and I 
will see that that million dollars goes 
to the people that deserve it: the chil
dren that you are attacking, the elder
ly that you are attacking, the disabled 
that you are attacking. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I know, I am used 
to seeing jolly Republican guys like 
Haley Barbour out there attacking 
weak people, but when he says he is 
going to give $1 million, and by the 
way, it is interesting that the Repub
licans have millions to give away, mil
lions of dollars on Medicare, they say, 
let us see who they are going to give it 
to. They do not have a balanced budget 
by the standards of the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been in my spe
cial orders down here, and I say to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
PALLONE] that I will not take all the 
time up today, but the gentleman 
knows that I can show and have shown 
in these special orders over and over 
again, and I think my good friend, the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI], is going to be able to show you 
some figures from her area, that proves 
there is no balanced budget here. 

On the contrary, the deficit is going 
to go up by billions and billions of dol
lars. They are going to expropriate 
from the Social Security trust fund 
money to try and make up that deficit. 
Mr. Speaker, I will tell my colleagues 
where that money is going to go from 
this unbalanced budget. We can prove 
that budget is not balanced. It is not 
going to be spending on Medicare. On 
the contrary, we assume, and the aver
age American assumes, when you say 
Medicare spending, that is going for ex
penditures having to do with the medi
cal needs of the people of this country. 
Yet, what is it that is being proposed 
by the Republicans in Medicare? 

This is from the New York Times, 
October 31 of this year. The plan would 
give doctors new ways to make money. 
It is not Medicare for your mom and 
my dad. This is Medicare-looting for 
the doctors and the insurance scams all 
over this country. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not me saying it. 
Let me tell my colleagues what the 
New York Times says. 

Medicaid measures working thefr way 
through Congress would remold the role of 
many doctors, turning them into medical en
trepreneurs, permitting them to engage in 
business enterprises now forbidden. The 
House version of the legislation would allow 
doctors to start physician-run health groups 
without financial and regulatory require
ments that States impose on similar organ!-

zations. The bill would make it easier for 
doctors to set prices in ways that now vio
late the antitrust rules. 

Can you imagine what a boondoggle 
this is? It is not being spent on Medi
care; it is being spent on people who 
are going to give campaign contribu
tions to the guys that are bringing 
them the Medicare money. That is 
what it is all about, and their medical 
savings accounts. 

I have the analysis right here by the 
Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation 
that proves that these medical savings 
accounts is another scam artist acti v
i ty for the insurance companies that 
will have the following effect. Under 
these medical saving plans unhealthy 
individuals are going to be unlikely to 
gain. Under certain scenarios, the tra
ditional Medicare Program may cease 
to exist or exist in a reduced form. 

I am telling the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE], friends and 
neighbors, colleagues, we are in the 
chips. I want Haley Barbour to have 
that pen ready to write my name on 
that check so that we can follow up, 
and we are going to be down here every 
day exposing how the Republicans have 
taken something as serious as Medi
care, as serious as that is, to the moth
ers and fathers and the families of this 
country, having to count on Medicare, 
and take it and try to turn it into a 
joke where they are putting a $1 mil
lion check up there as if it is some kind 
of a sideshow that they want to put on. 

Well, we are taking them up on it. 
We are showing people that this Medi
care expenditure is a serious issue with 
the Democrats in this Congress, a seri
ous issue for the families in this coun
try, a serious issue for children, for the 
elderly and for the disabled; and we are 
going to expose this for what it is. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the comments of the gentleman 
from Hawaii, and I totally agree. 

I just want to say one thing before I 
introduce our next participant here. 
Even though that Roll Call article 
talks about how more money theoreti
cally is going into Medicare, what we 
are really talking about here is the 
amount and the level of growth. 

When I say that something like 18 
percent of the people -who are now eli
gible for Medicaid are not likely to be 
eligible in 7 years, that is because the 
amount of money that the Republicans 
are putting into the plan will be 18 per
cent less than what it would be under 
current law. If you translate that into 
the number of people who would be in
eligible for Medicaid, as the gentle
woman from Connecticut said, in nurs
ing home care, the children, the dis
abled, whatever, that is v:hat we are 
talking about. It may be that in actual 
dollar terms there is more money, but 
in real terms, it is an 18 percent cut, 
and 18 percent less people are going to 
be eligible. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman would be kind enough to 

yield for a moment, I agree with what 
the gentleman is saying, although I 
think the gentleman is being entirely 
too kind. Not only was the gentle
woman from Connecticut [Ms. 
DELAURO] correct in the analysis that 
she made, but I was showing even fur
ther cost transfers that are being 
made. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot say that we 
are spending more on Medicaid, except 
by an accounting trick, if at the same 
time, simultaneously, we are increas
ing the deficit and the interest that 
must be paid on that deficit. If we are 
transferring money out of the Social 
Security trust fund, which must be 
paid back with interest, what happens 
is, on a net basis, not only are we not 
spending more on Medicare per se, but 
we have actually increased the indebt
edness of the people of the United 
States with respect to that budget. 

So on any grounds that we want to 
put it, if we want to compare the tax 
cut, I should say the tax giveaway that 
they want to put out there is in the 
neighborhood of $240 billion to $250 bil
lion, and even Mr. Barbour, at his most 
hyperbolic, says that under their plan, 
the government spent $289 billion on 
Medicare, just on the tax giveaway 
alone, 250 that is already gone. That 
leaves 30 right there that we are deal
ing with. 

As I said, thalj can be made up just 
with the other points that the gentle
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO) made up and that the gen
tleman made up. So the plain fact of 
the matter is that on paper and paper 
only, by wa.y of illusion, and by ac
counting trickery can we even presume 
that we are going to spend more on 
Medicare. 

The actual facts of the matter are 
that the public debt will increase from 
$5.2 trillion to $6.8 trillion over this 7-
year period by the accounting methods 
that are used in the Republican budget 
document itself. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate what the gentleman is saying. 

I would like to yield now to the gen
tlewoman from California [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I thank the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
PALLONE] for his leadership on this 
issue and for his untiring efforts to call 
to the attention of the American peo
ple and this Congress what is at stake 
in this fight that we are having. 

I welcome the opportunity to convey 
to my colleagues what the impact is on 
my community in San Francisco and 
on the State of California. Before I do, 
I wanted to follow up on the remarks of 
our colleague from Hawaii in terms of 
generally what these cuts mean in 
terms of balancing the budget. 

We all know, Mr. Speaker, that any 
proposals that are being put forth on 
the Republican side now do not rep
resent balance in terms of the values 
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that our country holds dear. When we 
would cut all of the kinds of money we 
have out of investments in our chil
dren, we cannot be talking about a bal
anced budget. It is unbalanced and im
balanced. 

In addition to that, I think it is very 
important to recognize that the pro
posal being put forth by our Repub
lican colleagues will not fiscally bal
ance the budget either for the some of 
the reasons that the gentleman from 
Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE] has put 
forth, but also, we will have a better 
chance of balancing the budget to the 
extent that we invest in our children, 
in their education and in their health 
and in their well-being. Only then will 
that investment make our economy 
more dynamic, a heal thy and educated 
work force, make our country more 
competitive, and therefore produce the 
revenues that are necessary to balance 
the budget within 7 years or beyond, 
depending on what our basis is. I say 
that, meaning in the foreseeable fu
ture. 

Mr. Speaker, I do think that the cuts 
that we are talking about here have to 
be recognized, as the gentleman has 
done so eloquently, as to what the im
pact is on the individual and that indi
vidual's family, but also in terms of 
what the impact is on the local com
munities which will be impacted by 
these cu ts, their budgets, as well as the 
economies of those regions when you 
take away the personal assistance and 
the as~istance that goes to the area. 

0 1715 
In the State of California, I do not 

have my California chart right here 
but I have used it many times to show 
that under the Gingrich budget, the 
Republican budget, over $72 billion will 
be cut over the next 7 years just in the 
Medicare-Medicaid cuts, we call it 
MediCal in California, earned-income 
tax credit, school nutrition programs, 
those. Not even going into the cuts in 
appropriation, in terms of protecting 
the environment or assistance to dis
advantaged children in chapter I and 
on many other cuts that will be made 
through the appropriation process. 
Just looking at what is being done on 
the entitlement, the guaranteed side, 
guaranteed to this point. 

It is something that just does not af
fect those individuals but as I men
tioned it affects their local govern
ment's budget and the economy of the 
area. 

Our State probably, if you take the 
appropriations into consideration over 
that 7-year period, will be over $100 bil
lion. Our State budget is about $57 bil
lion a year. So you are talking about 
nearly 2 years of a budget of the State 
of California being cut out of the 7-
year, and think of what that means to 
the economy of a State like California. 
And then just take it to your own 
States and figure out how it relates to 

your own States. I know you have all 
done that and made presentations to 
that effect. 

But in California with such a heavy 
weight, 1Ai of the country, if it has a 
very negative impact on California, of 
its nature it will have a heavy impact 
on the country over and above what it 
does to your States individually. 

In the city of San Francisco, and I 
have this chart to show some of these 
figures. As you can see right now, em
ployer coverage and privately pur
chased insurance covers about 48 per
cent of our population; uninsured are 
21 percent; MediCal, which is Medicaid 
recipients, represent about 16 percent; 
Medicare recipients the remainder, 15 
percent. 

If the cuts being suggested are made, 
that will move our uninsured to nearly 
30 percent of the population. In the 
high 20's to 30 percent of the popu
lation of the city will fall into the un
insured. Those people who may need 
emergency care, the costs are shifted 
again to employer coverage and pri
vately purchased. 

That is where we were when Presi
dent Clinton came in and said, we need 
to improve, we need to reform heal th 
care coverage in our country. That is 
the real answer. We missed that oppor
tunity because of the complexity of the 
issue, the partisan nature of the de
bate, et cetera. But nonetheless, that is 
the answer to reducing the increase in 
health care cost and the impact on the 
public budget. 

But nonetheless, when you make 
those cuts, that means 40,000 people, 
13,000 families now covered by Medic
aid, would be losing their heal th cov
erage, would be severely impacted. 

As a result, even if we say it just goes 
to 25 percent, the impact would not be 
just on the poor. According to a recent 
study sponsored by the National Lead
ership Coalition on Health Care, cost
shifting would cost the private sector 
payers $87 billion-now we are talking 
nationally-over the next 7 years. Most 
of the cost shift would be passed on to 
workers by employers in the form of 
forgone wages and an increased cost for 
health insurance premiums. 

But to San Francisco. Our San Fran
cisco city comptroller has estimated 
that the Republican budget will impose 
$600 million in cuts to the city budget 
over 7 years, with half of these cuts 
alone for Medicare and Medicaid pro
grams alone. 

The city will have little choice, and I 
say this, substitute the name of any 
city, will have little choice except to 
greatly reduce services or increases 
local taxes. 

Because of the impact on local budg
ets and public hospitals, you will have 
a problem finding lifesaving trauma 
care if you or a family member are in
volved in a serious accident requiring 
emergency care, and that is assuming 
that you are in this employer coverage 

and privately purchased care. So it 
would even affect you in that category. 

The severe cuts in Medicaid are re
quired in order to fund this massive tax 
break, and that is what the saddest 
part of this story is. Because here we 
are in a situation where we are hitting 
people-I heard one of my colleagues 
say earlier, we do not want to be en
gaged in class warfare. Of course, we do 
not. But fair is fair. Not welfare. But 
fairness. And it does not seem right. 

Most people that I know who are in 
the brackets which would benefit from 
these tax breaks say, "We don't need 
this tax break. We have decided we 
want to balance the budget, so don't 
give us this tax break. If that is your 
value, then don't balance it. But don't 
take it from the poorest of the poor.'' 

How could it be fair for the earned
income tax credit for the working poor 
to be cut, to be eliminated for many 
families, many people, while we give a 
tax break at the high end? 

Now our Republican colleagues will 
say, "Oh, we're just taking it away 
from people without children." Well, 
these young people would like to have 
a family, too. They are families, they 
are potential families, and they want 
to be strong families. 

So when you talk about the cuts in 
earned-income tax credit, and I just 
want to add one more point on this tax 
fairness issue. The much-heralded fam
ily tax credit that our colleagues have 
talked about in their tax plan, $500 per 
child, you have heard of it. It iron
ically is retroactive until October 1 of 
this year, while the capital gains tax 
break for the high end is retroactive 
until January 1, giving them the full 
benefit of the tax break, while families 
only get 25 percent of the break, so 
that $500 tax break for this year is $125, 
and you cannot collect it until October 
1, 1996. Yet, if you are in the upper 
brackets and you get the capital gains 
reduction, we can accommodate you 
until January 1 of last year. 

This is about fairness. It is not about 
class warfare. But if you are stomping 
on the people at the low end who need 
a safety net at some period of time in 
their lives in order to give a tax break 
to the wealthy who are not clamoring 
for it but who do want a balanced budg
et, you have to have a balance in val
ues, you have to have an investment in 
children in order to produce the reve
nues in order to reach balance in a very 
fair way. 

I say to our colleagues, look to what 
it does to individuals. But see what it 
does to the local budgets in your area 
and the impact on the economy in your 
area to have, say in our case, about 
$100 billion pulled out over the next 7 
years. 

With that, I yield back to my col
league and thank him for the oppor
tunity to present the concerns of my 
community on this unfair approach to 
Medicaid, particularly Medicaid, in 
this instance in this budget. 
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Mr. PALLONE. I thank the gentle

woman. I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. I know we only have a 
minute or two left. 

Mr. OLVER. I thank the gentleman. 
The gentlewoman has given very dra

matic data there as to what it is that 
happens in your home State. I would 
just like to connect it to what the gen
tleman from Hawaii had said. 

In your chart, the uninsured group 
gets increased, it gets increased by 
taking people who presently have in
surance, the only kind of insurance 
they have, from the Medicaid Program, 
out your MediCal recipients, increases 
the uninsured, the people who are real
ly destitute and do not have health in
surance. 

The thing that is offered in return is 
the medical savings account which you 
have already to able to have a large 
amount of income that you can risk in 
the process, $4,000, $5,000, $6,000 that 
you can risk in the first place, which is 
only people who are very weal thy. 

So the medical savings account does 
not do anybody any good who is in the 
red category or that white category of 
uninsured. All we are doing is increas
ing the uninsured and making it harder 
for those who are modestly and mar
ginally insured and trying to transfer 
it to people who already have a not in 
this society. 

Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank ev
eryone who participated in this special 
order today. I think we really brought 
out a lot of good points. 

LONG-TERM CARE JEOPARDIZED 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, we all 
know that Americans are living longer, 
and they are living longer with chronic 
and often incapacitating illness. For 
many of them, nursing home care is 
the only option. It is a difficult and 
painful choice, not one that any indi
vidual or family would take lightly, 
particularly given the cost of nursing 
home care. Mr. Speaker, in northern 
Virginia, in the district I represent, the 
average cost of nursing home care is 
$45,000 per year. 

So the State of Virginia has been 
very stringent in determining Medicaid 
eligibility. That is why this is relevant 
to the discussion that just took place. 
Without the cuts to the Virginia Med
icaid program, Virginia would be pro
viding 54,000 individuals with access to 
home and community-based care, 24,300 
nursing home recipients, and 2,300 indi
viduals in intermediate care facilities 
for the mentally retarded. 

But in the face of the Medigrant Pro
gram, which caps Medicaid long-term 
care spending as soon as · 1996, next 
year, $968 million, or 27 percent of the 
budget for long-term care in the State 

of Virginia by the year 2002 would be 
cut. That translates into a reduction of 
9,000 people who would no longer be eli
gible for assistance next year, and 
37 ,000 nursing home residents who 
would no longer be eligible for care in 
2002. We have to ask ourselves, where 
would these people end up? 

In 1987, President Ronald Reagan 
signed into law Federal standards for 
nursing homes. This was a direct con
sequence of the in ability of the States 
to establish standards and monitor and 
enforce them. The newspapers were 
filled with horrible accounts of abuse 
of our Nation's seniors. That is why 
President Reagan responded to the 
abuse that was taking place across the 
country. 

This Medigrant Program turns back 
the clock. It turns the responsibility of 
establishing, monitoring, and enforcing 
nursing home standards back to the 
States. Clearly President Reagan 
would not have usurped that respon
sibility if there were any alternative 
way of ensuring quality care for our 
Nation's seniors. 

All families with members needing 
long-term care have been paying for 
many years to care for their parent or 
child at home. In the end, their ability 
to care for that person, both phys
ically, emotionally, or financially, 
runs out. 

In my district, the eligibility re
quirements to receive Medicaid assist
ance for long-term care are already 
very stringent. Thirty-four percent of 
all Medicaid dollars are spent on long
term care assistance. This is consider
ably lower than the national average. 
But once an individual is determined to 
be eligible, the State does not come 
after the adult children to pay for 
nursing home care. 

This legislation included in the 7-
year balanced budget plan, the 
Medigrant legislation, empowers 
States to require payments from adult 
children if the family income is above 
the State median, regardless of other 
financial obligations. Governor Bush 
said, and I want to quote him, "I plan 
to go after all adult children of nursing 
home residents." 

Many allude to middle-class seniors 
divesting their fortunes in order to 
qualify for Medicaid, but the anecdotes 
do not add up. The GAO found in a 1993 
study that less than 10 percent of all 
Medicaid applicants had transferred 
their assets in order to qualify for as
sistance, but even that did not result 
in increased Medicaid spending. Fur
thermore, Congress changed the law in 
1993, requiring that Medicaid eligibility 
could not be considered within 3 years 
of the asset transfer. 

In 1993, Congress required States to 
recover from the estate of deceased 
Medicaid beneficiaries. It did not re
quire the seizure of homes or busi
nesses, and it even prohibited such ac
tions if the home was being lived in by 

a spouse. Current law also protects 
against liens and estate recovery while 
dependent children are living . .. 

But Medigrant repeals these protec
tions. The Medigrant bill empowers 
States to pursue family homes to re
cover long-term care expenses, even if 
those homes are currently occupied by 
families members. All that protection 
is repealed. 

Mr. Speaker, I will not take any 
more time. There is so much more that 
I could say about this. It is all of a 
critical nature, because we are taking 
away the security that is currently 
available to families who desperately 
need it. 

D 1730 
We are enabling States to go after 

homes, to seize assets, no matter how 
impoverished the spouse might be, to 
take away the standards that Presi
dent Reagan put into place to protect 
our senior citizens. This goes far be
yond the dollars and cents. 

I think this is a profound erosion of 
the kind of security that Americans 
have come to, and should be able to, 
expect. 

I thank the Chair for the opportunity 
to express this on the floor today, and 
I would hope we are going to turn this 
back. 

The Medigrant Program repeals protection 
for the spouses and children of nursing home 
residents. Medigrant gives States the flexibility 
to deny coverage. Income and resource set
asides for the spouse of a nursing home ;esi
dent have been maintained in Medigrant, but 
these are only available after a resident has 
been found eligible for coverage. 

Under Medigrant, there is no assurance of 
coverage even if you meet income and re
source standards; no required fair hearing to 
challenge a determination of noncoverage; no 
protection against having a lien placed on the 
home; no requirement for clarity about what is 
included in the Medigrant rate; no requirement 
that Medigrant cover a specific set of services; 
and no allowance for putting aside money for 
a disabled child. 

I have been told that Medigrant requires 
States to set-aside considerable resources for 
nursing care services. Although the amount 
Medigrant requires to be set aside for the el
derly is based upon expenditures for current 
nursing home services, nothing in law requires 
such services to be ottered. The funds set 
aside are considerably less than what Medic
aid sets aside today. In fact, a number of stud
ies have suggested that the first cuts will be 
made on community and home based long
term care, forcing disabled and frail elderly to 
apply for the much more costly nursing home 
care. 

Why? Because the nursing home industry is 
much stronger and financially able to lobby for 
dollars than the burgeoning community based 
care community. 

The block grants are capped, regardless of 
economic or demographic changes. The rate 
of growth will not keep pace with inflation or 
increased use due to an aging population. The 
bill, on average, increase spending at 5.2 per
cent a year, while long-term care spending will 
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increase at about 9.5 percent a year. Virginia 
is particularly hard hit because of the aging of 
the population. Residents older than 65 years 
will increase from 7 .3 to 15. 7 percent of the 
total population. In the next 15 years, there 
will be five times as many Virginians older 
than 75 and nine times as many Virginians 
older than 85 years as there were in 1960. 

This Nation made a commitment 30 years 
ago to investing in medical technology and 
medical assistance to extend and improve the 
lives of senior citizens. Assistance for long
term care is the humane extension of medical 
intervention and assistance. Those who seek 
long-term care are seeking to complete their 
lives with dignity, as independently as possible 
and certainly, not as a financial burden on 
their children or grandchildren. The Medigrant 
bill takes away this dignity from those who 
need long-term care and from their families. 

How THE MEDICAID CUTS AFfECT VIRGINIA 

Issue: The current proposed block grant for 
the Medicaid program relies on a formula 
which rests on the current federal match 
now received by each state. This unfairly pe
nalizes Virginia, because it locks in current 
funding patterns among the states, regard
less of need or changing demographic pat
terns, while high cost states that have not 
been efficient or judicious with their Medic
aid dollars will continue to benefit at high 
levels of federal assistance. 

Congressional proposals do little to address 
vast disparities in federal Medicaid grants to 
the states. Both lock in generous payments 
to some states at the expense of others. 
Under both plans, New Hampshire and Con
necticut would get twice as much per poor 
person as Virginia. Under both proposals, 
Virginia will continue to have the seventh 
lowest grant per poor person in 2002. (Poor is 
defined as those in fam111es earning 100% or 
less of the federal poverty level, which is 
$11,817 for a family of three in 1995). 

History: Virginia has been very conserv
ative in its determination of program eligi
bility and benefits; management of Medicaid 
dollars and beneficiaries; and in its claim on 
federal resources. 

Viriginia h<is the seventh lowest federal 
grant per person in poverty. Virginia is 
below the national average in state Medicaid 
spending per beneficiary. 75% of its Medicaid 
expenditures are on mandatory services and 
25% are on optional services . . . this is 
below the national average. 

(States must offer a minimum acute care 
benefit package to their eligible populations. 
They can cover other acute services at their 
discretion. States vary widely in their cov
erage of optional acute services.) 

Virginia has established tight eligibility 
standards. Thus, although Virginia has a 
higher poverty rate than Connecticut, Mas
sachusetts and Rhode Island (and closely 
trails New York), Virginia covers less than 
half of its poor residents in Medicaid, while 
these other states have enrolled 60-90% of 
their poor. 

DISPROPORTIONATE SHARE PAYMENTS TO 
HOSPITALS 

In the early 1990's, some states aggres
sively pursued DSH money in order to lever
age more federal dollars. DSH payments 
were intended to help hospitals serving high 
volumes of uninsured and Medicaid patients. 
They did this by adding money generated 
from hospital assessments and "voluntary 
payments" from hospitals and adding that to 
state funds, in order to leverage more federal 
matching funds, and then paid back that 

money to those hospitals. Until these 
schemes were controlled in 1993, many states 
received huge amounts of federal Medicaid 
dollars, which they spent on general state 
needs. Two-thirds of DSH spending is con
centrated in 8 states. DSH payments to 
Northeast high cost states are 6-16 times 
higher than in Virginia. 

Virginia chose not to participate in aggres
sively capturing DSH dollars, as they felt it 
was an inappropriate use of federal funds. 

The proposed Medicaid block grants lock 
the DSH inequities into place, leaving Vir
ginia with only a small amount of DSH 
funds. Those states like NH, LA, NY, CT, NJ, 
will continue to receive significant DSH dol
lars under the block grant. 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

The block grant does not take into consid
eration the changing demographic trends in 
Virginia. The population is aging and the 
percentage of older Americans moving into 
Virginia from other states is increasing. 

By 2020, the total population of Va. will 
number 8.4 million, up from 6.5 million in 
1990. The elderly are the fastest growing seg
ment of the population. Residents older than 
65 will increase from 7.3% to 15.7% of the 
total population. There will be five times as 
many Virginians older than 75 and nine 
times as many Virginians older than 85 as 
there were in 1960. The elderly are the heavi
est users of health care; it is reasonable to 
assume a growing percentage of this popu
lation will become Medicaid-dependent for 
nursing home care and other long term care 
services at an increasingly high cost. 

WHAT HAS THE STATE DONE TO MAXIMIZE ITS 
MEDICAID DOLLARS? 

Virginia has implemented a number of cost 
containment techniques to improve "effi
ciency" of the Medicaid program. The Va. 
Dept. of Medical Assistance estimated in 1994 
that since 1982, Virginia has realized about 
$217 million dollars annually in savings and 
cost avoidance through cost containment 
measures including: 

Medicaid managed care 
Moratorium on nursing home construction 
Limits on inpatient hospital admission be-

fore non-emergency surgery 
Expanded use of generic drugs 
Utilization management for hospital and 

other services 
Preadmission screening for nursing home 

applicants 
Adult day care alternatives to nursing 

home placement 
24-hour obstetric discharge using a home 

heal th al terna ti ve 
As a result of improved efficiency, Virginia 

has not required continued large increases in 
federal matching dollars. Yet, the state will 
be penalized for prudent and judicious use of 
Medicaid money. Those states with ineffi
ciently run programs that are high cost to 
the federal government, including those 
states that illegally garnered DSH dollars, 
will continue to receive the highest con
tribution. The current Medicaid program is 
flexible enough to allow Va. to receive more 
federal dollars as the needs and available re
sources change. The proposed block grant 
proposal bases consideration of future fed
eral funding on current levels, regardless of 
each state'f: future needs. 

What should be incorporated into the Med
icaid block grant is an effort to move all 
states to an equitable level of federal finan
cial support per capita. That is not unlike 
the policy in place for the Medicare program. 
When that program moved from a cost-based 
reimbursement to reimbursement by diag-

nosis-related group, formerly vastly dif
ferent rates paid to providers were moved to 
a national rate adjusted only by the special 
labor costs within regions. This uniformly 
provides the same incentives to all states to 
operate efficient Medicaid programs. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. HANSEN (at the request of Mr. 

ARMEY), after 12:30 p.m. today, on ac
count of personal reasons. 

Mr. EMERSON (at the request of Mr. 
ARMEY), for today, on account of a doc
tor's appointment. 

Ms. HARMAN (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), for today, on account of 
personal business in the district. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. PosHARD, for 5 minutes today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes today. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, for 5 minutes today. 
Mr. ROEMER, for 5 minutes today. 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, for 5 min-

utes today. 
Mr. DOGGETT, for 5 minutes today. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, for 5 minutes today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes 

today. 
Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes today. 
Mr. BENTSEN, for 5 minutes today. 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, for 5 minutes 

today. 
Mr. VOLKMER, for 5 minutes today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. TIAHRT) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. Goss, for 5 minutes today. 
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, for 5 minutes 

today. 
Mr. MANZULLO, for 5 minutes today. 
Mr. Cox of California, for 5 minutes 

today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. MORAN, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BONIOR. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. TIAHRT) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 
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Mr. HERGER. 
Mr. SAXTON. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. ABERCROMBIE) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
Mr. HASTERT. 
Mr. RUSH. 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 
Mr. REED. 
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. 
Mr. POSHARD. 
Mr. WILSON. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
Mr. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1331. An act to adjust and make uniform 
the dollar amounts used in title 18 to distin
guish between grades of offenses, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

S. 1465. An act to extend au pair programs; 
to the Committee on International Rela
tions. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee 

on House Oversight, reported that that 
committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 325. An act to amend the Clean Air 
Act to provide for an optional provision for 
the reduction of work-related vehicle trips 
and miles travelled in ozone nonattainment 
areas designated as severe, and for other pur
poses; and 

H.R. 1240. An act to combat crime by en
hancing the penalties for certain sexual 
crimes against children. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 5 o'clock and 31 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Friday, December 15, 1995, at 
lOa.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1840. A letter from the Director, the Office 
of Management and Budget, Transmitting 
the cumulative report on rescissions and de
ferrals of budget authority as of December l, 
1995, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e) (H. Doc. No. 
104-146); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

1841. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Labor Relations Board, transmitting the 

· 59th annual report of the National Labor Re
lations Board, pursuant to 29 U.S.C. 154(c); to 

the Committee on Economic and Edu
cational Opportunities. 

1842. A letter from the Inspector General, 
Railroad Retirement Board, transmitting 
the semiannual report on activities of the 
Office of Inspector General for the period 
April l, 1995, through September 30, 1995, pur
suant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) sec
tion 5(b); to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

1843. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General of the United States, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled "The 
Parole Commission Phase-Out Act of 1995"; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1844. A letter from the Administrator, En
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit
ting the Agency's report entitled "The 
Superfund Innovative Technology Evalua
tion Program, Annual Report to Congress FY 
1994," pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 9604; to the Com
mittee on Science. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SOLOMON: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 307. Resolution waiving 
points of order against the conference report 
to accompany the b1ll (H.R. 1530) to author
ize appropriations for fiscal year 1996 for 
m111tary activities of the Department of De
fense, to prescribe m111tary personnel 
strengths for fiscal year 1996, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 104-407). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. CLINGER: Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. H.R. 2661. A b1ll to 
amend the District of Columbia Self-Govern
ment and Governmental Reorganization Act 
to permit the District of Columbia to expend 
its own funds during any portion of a fiscal 
year for which Congress has not enacted the 
budget of the District of Columbia for the 
fiscal year, and to provide for the appropria
tion of a monthly prorated portion of the an
nual Federal payment to the District of Co
lumbia for such fiscal year during such por
tion of the year; with amendments (Rept. 
104-408). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky: 
H.R. 2778. A bill to provide that members 

of the Armed Forces performing services for 
the peacekeeping effort in the Republic of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina shall be entitled to 
certain tax benefits in the same manner as if 
such services were performed in a combat 
zone; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. cox (for himself, Mr. HEFNER, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. FORBES, Mr. 
GOODLATI'E, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. 
JONES, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. 
SPRAT!', Mr. TAYLOR of North Caro
lina, and Mr. WICKER): 

H.R. 2779. A bill to provide for soft-metric 
conversion, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Science. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for him
self, Mr. MORAN, Mr. MICA, and Mr. 
BARTON of Texas): 

H.R. 2780. A b111 to specify the cir
cumstances in which compensation may or 
may not be afforded to Federal and District 
of Columbia employees for the period of a 
lapse in appropriations for fiscal year 1996; to 
the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

By Mr. ENSIGN: 
H.R. 2781. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to provide loan guarantees for 
water supply, conservation, quality, and 
transmission projects, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (for 
himself and Mr. BLUTE): 

H.R. 2782. A bill to authorize funds to fur
ther the public service mission of the Joseph 
W. Martin, Jr. Institute for Law and Society; 
to the Committee on Economic and Edu
cational Opportunities. 

By Mrs. MALONEY: 
H.R. 2783. A bill to amend the Foreign As

sistance Act of 1961 to authorize the Presi
dent to issue loan guarantees for economic 
development and job creation activities in 
the Republic of Ireland and Northern Ire
land; to the Committee on International Re
lations. 

By Mr. WICKER (for himself and Mr. 
PARKER): 

H.R. 2784. A bill to provide clarification in 
the reimbursement to States for federally 
funded employees carrying out Federal pro
grams during the lapse in appropriations be
tween November 14, 1995, through November 
19, 1995; to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 264: Ms. FURSE. 
H.R. 528: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. GoOD

LING, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. BROWN of California, 
and Mr. SKEEN. 

H.R. 761: Ms. DELAURO, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. FROST, Mr. FOGLIETI'A, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, and Mr. MARTINEZ. 

H.R. 878: Mr. KING. 
H.R. 1050: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. OLVER. 
H.R. 1094: Mr. EVANS and Mrs. THURMAN. 
H.R. 1377: Mr. DEAL of Georgia. 
H.R. 1448: Mrs. MYRICK. 
H.R. 1499: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 1535: Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 1627: Mrs. CLAYTON. 
H.R. 1684: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. QUILLEN, and 

Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 1701: Mr. MINGE. 
H.R. 1889: Mr. Fox, Mr. TAYLOR of North 

Carolina, Mr. TEJEDA, and Mr. TORKILDSEN. 
H.R. 2027: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 2098: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
H.R. 2178: Mr. MARTINEZ. 
H.R. 2198: Mr. BARTLET!' of Maryland, Mr. 

CALVERT, and Mr. LIVINGSTON. 
H.R. 2220: Mr. WICKER. 
H.R. 2281: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Mr. CHAP-

MAN. 
H.R. 2350: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 2443: Mr. Fox. 
H.R. 2450: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 2567: Mr. HAYES and Mr. HAYWORTH. 
H.R. 2580: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. HASTINGS of 

Florida, and Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. 
H.R. 2618: Mr. OLVER. 
H.R. 2657: Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. CRANE, Mr. 

DIAZ-BALART, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
GoODLING, Mr. GORDON, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HOSTETI'LER, Mr. 
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HUNTER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. ISTOOK, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. KANJORSKI, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. 
MEEHAN, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. MUR
THA, Mr. NADLER, Mr. NEAL of Massachu
setts, Mr. OBEY, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. EWING, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. 
WELDON of Florida, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. 
BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Mr. DoRNAN, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 
GIBBONS, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. KASICH, Mr. KIM, Mr. LAHOOD, 
Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. MYERS of Indi
ana, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PORTER, Mr. PORTMAN, 
Mr. REGULA, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. 
SISISKY, Mr. SKAGGS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. 
SMITH of Michigan, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. ABER
CROMBIE, Mr. BATEMAN' Mr. BILBRAY' Mr. 
BISHOP, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BROWDER, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, and Mr. CARDIN. 

H.R. 2682: Mr. QUINN and Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. '1:1'1:1: Mr. CRAPO, Mr. COOLEY, Mr. DUN

CAN, Mr. POMBO, Mr. RoYCE, Mrs. VUCANO
VICH, and Mr. NEUMANN. 

H.R. 2740: Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 2748: Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. COLLINS of Il-

linois, and Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. '1:157: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. Fox. 
H.R. 2772: Mr. FORBES. 
H.J. Res. 117: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas and 

Mr. LUTHER. 
H. Con. Res. 63: Mr. FUNDERBURK and Mr. 

COOLEY. 
H. Res. 220: Mr. WATT of North Carolina, 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, and Mr. DEUTSCH. 
H. Res. 285: Ms. MCKINNEY' Ms. VELAZQUEZ, 

Mr. CLYBURN, Ms. RoYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. MIL
LER of California, Mr. RANGEL, Mrs. 
MORELLA, and Mr. ZIMMER. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were deleted from public bills and reso-
1 u tions as follows: 

H.R. 2644: Mr. BROWNBACK. 

December 14, 1995 
AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 

follows: 

H.R. 1020 

OFFERED BY: MR. ENSIGN 

AMENDMENT No. 21: Page 19, line 23, insert 

after the period the following: "If the con

struction of the rail line authorized by sub

section (a) is not completed by 5 years after 

the date the Secretary first used heavy-haul 

truck transport under this paragraph, the 

Secretary may not use such transport after 

the expiration of such 5 years.". 
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